LTV Steel Company

QOctober 20, 1989

Ms, Angela Aye Tin, Manager

Technical Compliance Unit

Compliance Section

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
Division of Land Pollution Control

2200 Churchill Road

Post Office Box 19276

Springfield, IL 62794-9276

Re: 1558010006 ~ Putnam County
LTV Steel Company, Inc.
ILD 000781591
Hennepin Works/LTV Steel
LID 000781591

Dear Ms. Tin:

This letter is in response to your Compliance Inquiry Letter (CIL) of
October 6, 1989 regarding the above-referenced facility.

As required by 35 Illinois Administrative Code (IAC), Section 725.242(b)}, LIV
has adjusted the RCRA facility closure cost estimate and determined the
revised (1988) closure cost to be $75,438.00, representing an increase of
$2,197 over the 1987 closure cost estimate of $73,241. LTV Steel has
initiated action to establish an irrevocable letter of credit in favor of
IEPA for the sum of $2,197 and, upon receipt, will promptly forward
appropriate copies of all documents to your attention.

Should you require anything additional, please contact me at 216/429-6539.

Sincerely,

J4 Q. \/cr;)t -

R. A, Voytko
Environmental Management Engineer

RAV/dcr/5249a

RECEIVED
Attachment
cc: Mr. Andrew Vollmer 0CT 25 1989

IEPA Administrative Compliance Unit
Compliance Section | X IEPA-DLPC

LT STEEL COMPANY @ CORPORATE ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL DEPARTMENT o 3100 EAST 457+ STREET ¢ CLEVELAND OHID 44127 @ TELEPHONE 1216; 429-8471
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Illincis Environmental Protection Agency - P.0.Box 19276, Springfield, [L 62794.9276

217/782-6761

Certified # /=//S R334 ¢
Refer to: 1558010006 - Putnram County
LTV Steel Company
ILDO00781591
Compliance File

U.I.C. COMPLIANCE INQUIRY LETTER

October 13, 1989

LTV Steel Company

Attn: P.N. Schlingman

Hennepin HWorks, Post Office Box 325
Hennepin, Illincis 61327

Dear Mr. Schlingman:

The purpose of this letter is to address the status of the above-referenced
facility in relation to the requirements of permit UIC-004-W1-JL and to
inguire as to your position with respect to the apparent violations identified
in attachment A and your plans to correct these apparent violations.

The Agency's findings of apparent non-compliance in attachment A are based on
a October 10, 1989 review of documents submitted to the Agency to demonstrate
compliance with the requirements of permit UIC-004-W1-JL.

Please submit in writing, within fifteen (15) calendar days of the date of
this letter, the reasons for the identified violations, a description of the
steps which have been taken to correct the violations and a schedule,
including dates, by which each violation will be resolved. These resolution
dates are not to exceed 60 days from the date of the above referenced
inspection and/or record review. The written response should be sent to the
following:

Angela Aye Tin, Manager

Technical Compliance Unit

Compliance Section

ITlinois Envircnmental Protection Agency
Division of Land Peollution Control

2200 Churchill Road

Post Office Box 19276

Springfield, I1linois 62794-9276

Further, take notice that non-compliance with the requirements of the Illinois
Ernvironmental Protection Act and rules and regulations adopted thereunder may
be the subject of enforcement action pursuant to the Illinois Environmental
Protection Act, I1i. Rev. Stat., Ch. 111 1/2, Sec. 1001 et seq.
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If you have any questions regarding the above, please contact Geordie Smith at
217/782-6761.

Sincerely,

gt By e

Angela Aye Tin, Manager

Technical Compliance Unit
Compliance Section

Division of Land Pollution Control

AAT:GDS:sap/3442k,72-73

cc: Division File
Rockford Region
Permit Section
David Retzlaff
Geordie Smith -
USEPA Region 5 v






Illinois Environmental Protection Agency - P.0.Box 19276, Springfield, IL 62734-9276

ATTACHMENT A

1. Pursuant to condition I.B.1.a.i of UIC permit UIC-004-W1-JL, operating
requirements, the maximum injection pressure on the waste injection cycle
at the wellhead shall not exceed 110 psig. You are in apparent violation
of condition I.B.1.a.1 since your injection pressure exceeded the maximum
pressure aliowed by your permit on two occasions during the month of
August 1989.

ATT:GDS:san/3442k,74
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[Hinois Environmental Protection Agency - P.O.Box 19276, Springfieid, IL 62794-8276

217/782-6761

Refer to: 1550105001 —- Putnam County
Hennepin/LTV Steel
ILD00781591
Compliiance File

COMPLIANCE INQUIRY LETTER

Certified # P//S™ R3S L2/

Qctober 6, 1989

LTV Steel

Attn: Mr. R.A. Voytko
3100 East 45th Street
Cleveland, OH 443127

Dear Mr. Voytko:

The purpose of this letter is to address the status of the above-referenced
facility in relation to the requirements of 35 IT1. Adm. Code Part 725 Subpart
H and to inquire as to your position with respect to the apparent violations
identified in Attachment A and your plans to correct these apparent
violations. The Agency's findings of apparent non-compliance with Subpart H
are based on a September 29, 1989 review of documents submitted to the Agency
to demonstrate compliance with the requirements of Subpart H.

Please submit in writing, within fifteen (15) calendar days of the date of
this letter, the reasons for the identified violations, a description of the
steps which have been taken to correct the violations and a schedule,
including dates, by which each violation will be resolved. The written
response, and two copies of all documents submitted in reply to this letter,
should be sent to the following:

Angela Aye Tin, Manager

Technical Compiiance Unit

Compliance Section

I1linois Environmental Protection Agency
Division of Land Pollution Control

2200 Churchill Road

Post Office Box 19276

Springfieid, Il1linois 62794-9276

Further, take notice that non-compliance with the requirements of the Illinois
Environmental Protection Act and rules and regulations adopted thereunder may
be the subject of enforcement action pursuant to either the Il1linois
Environmental Protection Act, I11. Rev. Stat., Ch. 111 1/2, Sec. 1001 et seq.
or the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRAY, 42 U.S.C. Sec.
6901 et seq.
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If you have any questions regarding the above, please contact Kelly Smith at
217/782-6761.

Sincerely,

Ontylalge S

Angela Aye Tin, Manager

Technical Compliance Unit
Compliance Section

Division of Land Pollution Control

AAT:KS/m1s/3486k/14

cc: Division fiie
Rockford Region -
USEPA Region V «~
Andrew Vollmer
Kelly Smith
Geordie Smith






Illinois Environmental Protection Agency - P.O.Box 19276, Springfield, IL 62794-9276

ATTACHMENT A

1. Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.242(b), during the active 1ife of the
facility, the owner or operator shall adjust the closure cost estimate for
inflation within 60 days prior to the anniversary date of the
establishment of the financial instruments used to comply with Section
125.243. For owners and operators using the financial test or corporate
guarantee, the closure cost estimate must be updated for inflaticn within
30 days after the close of the firm's fiscal year and before submission of
updated information to the Agency as specified in Section 725.243(e)(5),
The adjustment may be made by recalculating the closure cost estimate in
current dollars, or by using an inflation factor derived from the most
recent annual Implicit Price Deflator for Gross National Product as
published by the U.S. Department of Commerce in its Survey of Current
Business as specified in subsections (b>{(1) and (b)(2). The inflation
factor is the result of dividing the latest published annual Deflator by
the Deflator for the previous year.

1. The first adjustment is made by multiplying the closure cost estimate
by the inflation factor. The result is the adjusted closure cost
estimate.

2. Subsequent adjustments are made by multiplying the latest adjusted
cfosure cost estimate by the Tatest inflation factor.

You are in apparent violation of 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.242(b) for the
following reason(s): Your closure cost estimates have not been adjusted
for inflation.

2. Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.243, an owner or operator of each
facility shall establish financial assurance for closure of the facility.
The owner or operator shall choose from the options as specified in
subsections (a) through (e).

You are in apparent violation of 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.243 for the
following reason(s): Your letter of credit does not supply adequate funds
for closure of your RCRA units.

GS/mls/3486k/16






BEFORE TEHE ADMINISBTRATOR
U.8. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WAB8HINGTOHN, D.C.

\

UIC Appeal Nos. 85-8 &
86~13

" In the Matter of:

Bethlehem Steel Corporation
Applicant

UIC Permit Nos. IN~127-1W=001
IN=127=1W=003
IN=127=1W=004

e T Mt Nt T T Te” ottt S

QRDER DENYING PETITIONS FOR REVIEW

Before me are two petitions filed by Bethlehem Steel Corpor-
ation (BSC) under 40 CFR §124.19 requesting review of three
Underground Injection Control (UIC) permits issued by Region V
under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), 42 U.S.C.A. §§300f to
300j—1l._ Two of the permits, Nos. IN=-127-1W-003 and =-004, were
issued together on September 30, 1985. The third, No. IN-127-1W-
001, was issued September 30, 1986, All three authorize contin-
ued ogeration of Class I hazardous waste injection wells for dis-

posal of wastewater at BSC's Burns Harbor Plant in Porter County,

Indiana. ¥

Y class T wells are defined as including those used "to inject
hazardous waste beneath the lowermost formation containing,
within one~quarter mile of the well bore, an underground source
of drinking water." 40 CFR §144.6(a)(l). The UIC regulations
define "hazardous waste" by reference to the definition of that
term in the requlations that implement the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C.A. §§6901-6991i. See 40 CFR §144.3.

ATTACHMENT
C-1
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BSC requested review of the first two permits by petition
dated November 15, 1985 (UIC Appeal No. 85-8), and of the third
by petition dated November 10, 1986 (UIC Appeal No. 86wl3%. As
requested by EPA's Chief Judicial officer, Region V responded to
the petitions. By order dated March 26, 1987, BSC was granted
leave to file a reply to EPA's response in UIC Appeal No. 86=13,
and it did so on May 15, 1987. Due to the similarity of the
issues raised by BSC's petitions, I have consolidated these
appeals for unified disposition.

The SDWA and implementing regulations do not provide for
automatic administrative review of UIC permit decisions. See 40
CFR §124.19. Generally, petitions for review are not granted
unless the permit determination is clearly erronecus (legally or
factually) or involves an important policy matter or exercise of
discretion. ¥ The preamble to the regulations states that "this
power ?f review should be only sparingly exercised" and that
"most permit conditions should be finally determined at the
Regional level * * *,® 45 Fed. Reg. 33,412 (May 19, 1980). The
burden of demonstrating that review should be granted is on the
petitioner.

In both petitions, BSC argues that its UIC permits should
not include the corrective action requirements imposed under

Section 3004(u) of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

¥ gee In re Gelman Science, Inc., UIC Appeal No. 86-14, at 2-5
(Nov. 6, 1987): In re NEA Cross Co., UIC Appeal No. 85-9, at 2-3
(Oct. 10, 1986).
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(RCRA), 42 U.S.C.A. §6924(u). In UIC Appeal No. 85=8, BSC also
challenges permit terms incorporating certain RCRA general
facility-and post-closure standards. These matters raise issues
regarding the relationship between RCRA, the SDWA, and the Clean
Water Act, 33 U.S.C.A §§1251-1387. For the reasons set forth
below, BSC has failed to show that the Region's permit decisicn

is clearly erroneous or otherwise warrants review. ¥

Statutory and Requlato Back u

Because this case involves the interrelationship of three
major environmental statutes, a brief description of each is in
order.

The Clean Water Act: In 1972, Congress established the
basic framework for federal water pollution regulation by enact-
ing the Federal Water Pollution Controcl Act, later renamed the
Clean Water Act (CWA). The CWA prohibits the "“discharge" of a
pollutant into the waters of the United States unless made under
a nationwide permit program known as the National Pollutant Dis-
charge Elimination System (NPDES). Id. §§1311(a), “1342. EPA may

issue NPDES permits itself or authorize a state to issue permits

¥ Bsc's petition in UIC Appeal No. 85-8 challenged several
other permit conditions, but after an exchange of correspondence
with EPA, BSC limited its request for review to the issues iden-
tified above. Sece Letter from R. Penny (BSC) to C. Sutfin (U.S.
EPA Region V) (Apr. 25, 1986); Letter from R. Penny (BSC) to R.
McCallum (U.S. EPA) (Apr. 25, 1986); Letter from R. Penny (BSC)
to R. McCallum (U.S. EPA) (Feb. 10, 1986); Letter from C. Sutfin
(U.S. EPA Region V) to R. Penny (BSC) (Jan. 27, 1986).

C-3
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if the state's program meets certain statutory requirements. Id.

§1342.

One ©f the requirements for an authorized state NPDES
program is the control of "the dispesal of pollutants into
wells." Id4. §l342(b)(1)(D). EPA does not, however, consider
well injection to be a "discharge" and has never asserted whole-
sale jurisdiction over well injection under the CWA. Initially,
EPA issued NPDES permits covering well injection only when such
injection was an adjunct to surface water discharges. See
Decision of the General Counsel No. 6 (April 8, 1975). &as
explained by the General Counsel in 1973,

Jurisdiction over a permittee is based upon §301 of the
Act, which provides that the "discharge of a pollutant® is
unlawful except as in compliance with the regulatory pro-
visions of the Act. Section 402 authorizes the Administra-
tor to issue a permit "for the discharge of a pollutantc.®
Under §502(12) the term "discharge of a pollutant" is
defined so as to include only discharges into navigable
waters (or the contiguous zone or the ocean). Discharges
into ground waters are not incliuded. Accordingly, permits
may not be issued, and no application is required, unless a
discharge into navigable waters is proposed or is occurring.

Section 125.26(a) of the NPDES regulations requires the
Regicnal Administrator to formulate and apply pérmit condi-
tions to prevent pollution of surface and underground water
resources whenever disposal into wells is contemplated as
part of a program to comply with effluent limitations and
other requirements in an NPDES permit. This provision can-
not, of coursa, extend EPA's jurisdiction to cover disposal
into wells not in connection with discharges into navigable
waterg. However, whenever a permit is issued for a
discharge into navigable waters, §125.26(a) requires con-
trols to be applied to associated discharges into wells.

OGC Memorandum (December 13, 1973) (Attachment to OGC Decision

No. 6).

e F o 1w B PR = § F e & errerenes oo n b
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In 1977 a federal appeals court held that EPA has no author-
ity under the CWA to regqulate well injection to subsurface waters
‘with no direct hydrolegic connection to surface waters. See

Exxon Corp. v. Train, 554 F.2d 1310, 1317-31 (5th Cir. 1977). ¥

Although another federal appeals court disagreed, see U.S. Steel

Corp. v. Trajin, 556 F.2d 822 (7th Cir. 1977), consistent with

Exxon EPA now declines to exercise CWA jurisdiction over
injection wells (except those that inject into groundwater with a
physically and temporally direct hydrologic connection to surface
water). Instead, EPA now regulates such well injection under the
SDWa. ¥ To remain authorized, however, a state NPDES program
must continue to "control the disposal of pollutants into wells"
as required by 33 U.S.C.A. §1342(k) (1) (D).

The Safe Drinking Water Act: In 1974, the Congress passed

the SDWA to protect drinking water sources from, among other

things, contamination by underground well injection. The Act's

“ The Fifth Circuit did not address the issue of whether the
CWA authorizes jurisdiction over discharges into greundwater that
has a direct hydrologic connection to surface waters:

Specifically, EPA has not argued that the wastes
disposed of into wells here do, or might, '"migrate®
from groundwaters back into surface waters that
concededly are within its regulatory jurisdiction.

* * #* We mean to express no opinion on what the result
would~be if that were the state of facts.

554 F.2d at 1312 n.1i.

Y Although EPA adjusts the NPDES limits for surface water dis-
charges to reflect the extent of well disposal (40 CFR §122.50)},
it no longer regulates well disposal into isolated groundwater
under the CWA. See 44 Fed. Reg. 32,870 (June 7, 1979).
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legislative history suggests that it was enacted due to EPA's
limited authority to regulate well injection under the CWa. See
H.R. Rep. 1185, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. 4, reprinted in 1974 U.s.
Code Cong. & Admin. News 6454, 6457. The SDWA directs EPA to
bPromulgate regulations for the approval of state UIC programs.
42 U.S.C.A. §300h. EPA administers the UIC preogram in any state
without an approved program. Id. §300h-1(c).

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act: In 1976,

Congress enacted RCRA, the first comprehensive federal control of
hazardous waste. It provides for cradle-to-grave management of
hazardous waste through the RCRA permitting system, which applies
to all facilities that treat, store, or dispose of hazardous
waste. 42 U.S.C.A. §6925(a). Aé with the CWA and the SDWA, EPA
may authorize a state to administer its own RCRA program. Id.
§6926(k). 1In 1984, RCRA was amended to add RCRA §3004(u), which
requires "corrective action for all releases of hazardéus waste
or constituents from any solid waste management unit at a
treatment, storage, or disposal facility seeking a permit under
this subchapter, regardless of the time at which waste was placed
in such unit." Id. §6924(u); see alsgQ 40 CFR §264.101
(implementing RCRA §3004(u)).

Under-the Agency‘s requlations, wells used to dispose of
hazardous waste are subject to regulation under both the UIC and
RCRA programs. To streamline paperwork requirements, EPA allows
a UIC permittee to qualify for a RCRA permit~-by-rule, rather than

undergoing the formal RCRA application process. See 40 CFR
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§270.60(b); 45 Fed. Reg. 33,335 (May 19, 1980). For UIC permits
for Class I hazardous waste wells issued after quember 8, 1984
{the date:RCRA §3004 (u) was added), one condition for obtaining a
RCRA permit-by=-rule is compliance with the corrective action

requirements of RCRA §3004(u). ee 40 CFR §270.60(b) (3).

Factual Background
In 1974 (prior to the Exxon decision), EPA issued an NPDES

permit to BSC, regulating both the surface water discharges and
associated well injections at its Burns Harbor Plant. 1In January
1975, EPA authorized Indiana to issue NPDES permits under the
CWA. Indiana renewed BSC's permit in 1979 under its authorized
NPDES program, continuing to regulate BSC's wells under authority
conferred by state law.

Indiana has never obtained authority to administer a UIC
program under the SDWA. The UIC permits issued here were
prepared by U.S. EPA, Region V, and require BSC to comply with

the corrective action requirements of RCRA §3004(u).

ANALYSEIB
I. The Agplicabilitz of RCRA

BSC requests deletion of ‘all RCRA regulatory requirements

from its ?;C permits because, in its view, it is not injecting
hazardous waste into its wells. Under RCRA, "hazardous waste" is
a particular kind of solid waste. 42 U.S5.C.A. §6903(5). The
statutory definition of "solid waste" excludes '"solid or

dissolved materials in * + » industrial discharges which are
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point sources subject to [NPDES] permits under [CWA §402) * %= =* o
Id. §6903(27). BSC claims the benefits of this exclusion because
it has aﬁ NPDES permit that covers its well injection activities.
BSC believes that its ﬁPDES permit is sufficient to remoﬁe its
wells from jurisdiction under RCRA. I disagree.

The exclusion extends only to materials in "discharges"®
subject to permits under CWA §402. The meaning of the term
"discharge" is the linchpin for understanding the CWA as a whole. ¥
As noted above (pp. 4-5), although EPA previously exercised
authority over UIC wells under the CWA, EPA has never considered
well injection to isolated groundwaters toc be a "discharge" under

CWA §402. Most courts that have directly addressed the issue

agree. See ExxXon Corp., 554 F.2d at 1317-31;: Kellev v. United

States, 618 F. Supp. 1103, 1104-07 (W.D. Mich. 1985): United

States v. GAF corp., 3sge F.Supp. 1379, 1383-85 (S.D. Tex. 1975).
An examination of the text of the CWA demonstrates the soundness

of these decisions.

¥ See H.R. Rep. 911, 92d Cong., 2d Sess. 125 (1972) ("it is
extremely important to an understanding of [CWA §402) to know the
definition of the various terms used and a careful reading of the
~definitions in section 502 is recommended. Of particular signif-
icance is [sic] the words 'discharge of pollutants.'")

BSC has submitted portions of its NPDES permit autherizing
injection into the wells at issue here. Although this permit
refers to BSC's well injections as "discharges,® this loose
reference has no bearing on the meaning of that word as used in
CWA §402.

C-8
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The CWA defines "discharge" in relevant part as the addition
of any pollutant into "navigable waters". ¥ fThe term "navigable
waters"llg defined as "waters of the United States" (33 U.S.C.A.
§1362(7)) and goes beyond traditional notions of navigability, ¥
but it is not unlimited. BSC is obvicusly not injecting waste
directly into surface water through its injectidn wells. Nor
does BSC contend that it is injecting waste into groundwater.
Even assuming arguendo that it is, however, well injections into
isclated groundwater do not constitute "discharges*" under the
CcwWA, ¥ Many provisions of the CWA expressly refer to both

"ground waters" and "navigable waters." For example, CWA

$§102(a) and 104(a} (5) direct EPA to develop programs to moenitor

Y fThe statutory definition of "discharge," although somewhat
circuitous, is ultimately clear. Under CWA §502(16), "(tlhe term
'discharge' when used without qualification includes a discharge
of a pollutant, and a discharge of pollutants." 33 U.S.C.A.
§1362(16). The terms "discharge of a pollutant" and "discharge
of pollutants™ are defined in relevant part as "any addition of
any pollutant to navigable waters from any point source * % %
Id. §1362(12) (A). The phrase "'navigable waters' means the
waters of the United States, including the territorial seas."

Id. §1362(7). '

Although not directly relevant here, the term "discharge of
a pollutant® alsoc includes the "addition of any pollutant to the
waters of the contiguous zone or the ccean from any point source
other than a vessel or other floating craft." Id. §1382(12)(B).

& See, e.d., GAF Corp., 389 F. Supp. at 1383 (citing cases).

¥ BsScC does not allege in its Petition that its wells inject
waste into groundwater with a direct hydrologic connection to
surface water. Today's decision should not be read to suggest
that waste disposal into such groundwater may never be a
"discharge" under CWA §402.
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and eliminate the pollution of "the navigable waters and ground
waters." 33 U.S.C.A. §§1252(a) and 1254(a)(5). Section
los(e)(l; brohibits certain grants to states that fail to monitor
"the quality of navigable waters and to the extent practicable,
ground waters." Id. §1256(e)(l). Section 304(a) (2) (A) requires
EPA to publish information on the integrity "of all navigable
waters, ground waters, waters of the contiguous zone, and the
cceans." Id. §1314(a)(2)(A). If groundwater were within the
meaning of "navigable waters," the specific references to ground-~-
water in these provisions would be redﬁndant. A better inter-
pretation of the CWA, one which gives meaning and effect to every
term, ¥ is to view groundwater as outside the scope of
"navigable waters." Because a "discharge® is the addition of a
pollutant to "navigable waters," well injection into isolated
groundwater cannct be a “discharge" under the cwa. YV

Further light is shed on the issue by CWA §402 itself. Sec~
tion 402 uses the word "discharge" (or forms thereof) numerocus
times. The sole reference to well injection in CWA™-§402,

however, does not use the term "discharge," but instead refers to

Y see, e.g., Reiter v. Sonotone Corp., €42 U.S. 330, 339 (1979)
("In construing a2 statute we are obliged to give effect, if pos-
sible, to every word Congress used."); United States v Menasche,
348 U.S5. 528, 538=39 (1955) (same).

YV see Kelley, 618 F.Supp. at 1104~07. Sometimes the
distinction between groundwater and surface water is elusive.
See United States v. Weisman, 489 F. Supp. 1331, 1347 (M.D. Fla.
1980). It is unnecessary to address the precise boundaries of
these terms in this case.

C-10
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“the disposal of pellutants into wells." 33 U.S.C.A.
§1342(b) (1) (D) (emphasis added). Section 304(f) likewise refers
to "the disposal of pollutants in wells or in subsurface excava-
tions." Id. §1314(f)(2)(D). The use of the word “disposal" to
describe well injection, despite the consistent use of the word
“"discharge" elsewhere in CWA §402, indicates that the terms have
different meanings, and that well injection into isolated ground-
water is something other than a “discharge." ¥ There is no
evidence that the use of both "discharge” and "disposal" was the
result of carelessness, or that these terms are used interchange-
ably throughout the CWA. 1Indeed, to interpret the words as
synonymous would defeat the effect of the express definition of
"discharge® in CWA §502, which establishes that word as a term of
art.
Other portions of the CWA likewise distinguish between "dis-
charge"” and "disposal." For example, Section 201(b) states that
[w]aste treatment management plans and practices shall pro-
vide for the application of the best practicable waste
treatment technology before any discharge into receiving
waters, including reclaiming and recycling of water, and
confined djisposal of pollutants so they will not migrate to
cause water or other environmental pollution = = =%,

33 U.S5.C.A. §1281(b) (emphasis added). The words "confined

disposal®™ here describe the placement of waste as an alternative

-

%/ see, e.q., Tafoya v. U.S. Dep't of Justice, LEAA, 748 F.2d
1389, 1391-92 (10th Cir. 1984) (use of different terms within
statute evidences intentional differentiation); Lankford v. Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, 620 F.2d 35, 36 (4th Cir.
1980) (same):; United States v. Wong Kim Bo, 472 F.2d 720, 722
(5th Cir. 1972) (same). '

c-11
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to "discharges" intoc surface water subject to permits under the
CWA.,

This textual analysis of the CWA and the federal court deci=-
sions cited above show that well injections to isolated
groundwaters are not “discharges" under CWA §402. Thus, these
well injections do not fall within the exclusion from the
definition of solid waste in RCRA §1004(27). BSC's contention to
the contrary collides head-on not only with the meaning of the
word "discharge," but also with basic policies and legal
principles that flow directly from the statutes at issue. If
well injection were a "discharge,® no well would ever be subject
to regulation under RCRA no matter how toxic the Qaste. ¥ Rrcra
itself, however, makes crystal Elear that its provisions extend
to injection wells. RCRA §3004(f), for example, expressly
requires EPA to regulate the underground injection of certain
hazardous wastes into deep injection wells. See 42 U.S.C.A.
§6924(f). Another section prohibits hazardous waste injection
into or above certain formations. See id. §6939b. . These two
provisions, both added by the 1984 amendments to RCRA, reflect
the bedrock congressional policy and consistent Agency position
that the RCRA regulatory program applies‘'to injection wells used

to inject hazardous waste. See 52 Fed. Reg. 45,792-93

%/ Bsc argues that RCRA is inapplicable to wells covered by an
existing NPDES permit, as well as those subject to any future
NPDES permits. BSC Reply at 20. Because well injection is a
"discharge" under BSC's theory, this alleged exclusion from RCRA
would cover virtually every UIC well.

c-12
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{December 1, 1887);: S0 Fed. Reg. 28,712 (July 15, 1985). If well
injections were excluded from the definitions of “solid waste"
and "hazardous waste" under RCRA, as BSC argues, these key RCRA
provisions would be rendered meaningless nullities.

Finally, BSC's reliance on the Seventh Circuit's decision in

U.S. Steel Corp. v, Train, 556 F.2d 822 (7th Cir. 1977), is

misplaced. There, the court held that waste injected into wells
is a "pollutant" subject to regulation under the CWA, but it did
not decide the precise issue Presented here, ji.e., whether well
injections are "discharges" subject to permits under the CWA, and
thus excluded from regulation under RCRA. JId. at 851-53.
Although the court locsely used the word "discharge" (rather thaﬁ
"disposal") to describe well iﬁjection (id. at 852), its reliance
on the position of EPA's General Counsel (id. at 852 n.61)
undercuts any suggestion that it deemed well injections to be
"discharges" as defined in cwa §502(16). ¥ 1In view of the
sweeping statutory and regulatory changes since that decision,

particularly the 1984 amendments to RCRA, I doubt that a court

* As noted above, EPA did not justify this jurisdiction by
arguing that well injection is a "discharge™ under the CWA.
Instead, it based its position on 33 U.S.C.A. §1342(a) (3), which
requires the. federal NPDES program to be subject to the same
terms and conditions as the approved state programs, and on
Section 1342(b) (1) (D), which requires an authorized state program
to control well disposal. See U, + 556 F.2d at 851~
53; see also Exxon Corp., 554 F.2d at 1318=19. The federal
courts disagreed as to whether the CWA grants EPA authority over
injection wells.’ Compare U.S. Steel Corp., 556 F.2d at 851-53
with Exxon Corp., 554 F.2d at 1317-31. EPA no longer asserts CWA
authority over injection into isolated groundwater, but instead
regulates these wells under the SDWA and RCRA §§3004(f) and (k),
which expressly grant EPA regulatory authority over wells.

C-13
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would rely on U.S. Steel Corp. today to hold that BSC's wells are

beyond the reach of protective regulation under RCRA,

II. The Applicability of the Corrective Action
Reguirements of RCRA §3004 (u)

Having established that RCRA generally app;ies to UIC wells,
the next issue is whether the specific corrective action require-
ments of RCRA §3004 (u) apply. As noted above, UIC permittees of
hazardous waste disposal wells need not go through the formal
RCRA permit application process. Instead, UIC permittees may
qualify for a RCRA permit-by-rule under 40 CFR §270.60(b). For
UIC permits for Class T hazardous wasté wells issued after
November 8, 1984, one requiremgnt for obtaining a RCRA permit~by-
rule is compliance with 40 CFR §264.101, which incorporates the
statutory corrective action requirements of RCRA §3004(u). See
40 CFR §270.60(b) (3). |

BSC contends that RCRA §3004 (u) by its terms applies only to
"issued" RCRA permits, and that BSC's RCRA permit~-by-rule has not
been "issued" within the meaning of that section. “The distinc-
tion between permits-by-rule and those acquired by formal applic-
ation, however, appears only in the implementing regulations, not
in the statute itself. The word "issued™ in RCRA §3004 (u) and
elsewhere.in tha statute Plainly encompasses both kinds of per-

mits. The natural import of the word is "to cause to come forth”

Cc-14
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or "to put forth." ¥ The Agency issues RcCRa permits-by-rule by
operation of its requlations Just as it issues RCRA permits in
response to formal applications. Only this reading of the word
"issued" in RCRA §3004(u) is consistent with RCRA §3005(a), which
directs EPA to require each person owning or operating a
hazardous waste facility "to have a permit jssuyed pursuant to
this section." 42 U.S.cC.A. §6925(a) (emphasis added). If BsC's
permit-by-rule were not "issued" within the meaning of RCRA, the
regulations-authorizing permits-by-rule (as well as BSC's facil-
ity) would not be in compliance with RCRA §3005(a). ¥

BSC also argues that RCRA §3004(u) on its face applies only
to a facility "seeking a [RCRA] permit."™ ' In UIC Appeal No. 85-8,
BSC contends that it is not "seeking a [RCRA] permit"™ because its

discharges are excluded from the definition of "solid waste." As

¥ see The American Heritage Dictionaryiseo (1982) : Webster's
Third New International Dictionary (unabridged) 1201 (1967).

¥ Bsc relies on an assertion by the Agency in 1980 that "RCRA
Permits will not be issued for UIC wells injecting hazardous
wastes." BSC Reply at 12 (quoting 45 Fed. Reg. 33,326 (May 19,
1980)). This statement was not, however, an interpretation of
RCRA §§3004 (u) or 3005. The context makes clear that the word
"issued® was being used, not in its broa&?statntory sense, but
simply to¢ describe permits obtained through the formal applica-
tion process (as opposed to permits-by-rule). Id. Moreover,
even if BSC's reading of this statement were correct, the 1984
amendments to RCRA make clear that the RCRA permit program

cites an Agency interpretation of §3004(u) as applying only to
facilities required "to obtain a Subtitle ¢ (RCRA §3005] permit.,"
BSC Reply at 13 (citing 50 Fed. Reg. 28,711-12 (July 15, 1985)).
As explained above, however, BsSC's RCRA permit-by-rule i3 a RCRA
Subtitle C permit.
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shown above in Section I, however, this assertion is incorrect.
In UIC-Appeal No. 86=13, BSC states the argument somewhat dif-
ferently; it contends that its ability to obtain a RCRA permit-
by-rule does not transform it into one "seeking a [RCRA] permit."
BSC appears to interpret the phrase "seeking 2 [RCRA] permit" to
require a specific subjective intent or desire on its part before
Section 3004 (u) applies. This is not the case. Despite
BSC's insistence that it seeks only a UIC permit under the SDWA,
RCRA §3005(a) requires the Agency's rules to compel BSC to obtain
a RCRA permit, and the RCRA regulations do so. ¥ A Rremra permit-
by-rule is merely one kind of authorization by which Bse is
allowed to comply with RCRA. In other words, because BSC seeks
authorization to inject hazardous waste into its wells, by
necessity it seeks both a UIC Permit and a RCRA permit. Its
ability torobtain authorization through a RCRA permit-by-rule
serves.only to streamline its paperwork requirements, not to
dilute its substantive obligations under RCRA and the regulations
implementing that statute. See 52 Fed. Reg. 45,792-93 (December
1, 1987). '

In its reply mhrief in ulcC Appeal No. 86=13, BSC relies on 40
CFR §264.1(d), which states that the part 264 RCRA standards
apply to UIC permittees "only to the extent they are required by

[40 CFR §144.14]." Because Section 144.14 does not mention the

g Injection wells that dispose of hazardous waste are
specifically included among those facilities that must have a
RCRA permit. 40 CFR §270.1(c) (1) (1).
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RCRA corrective action requirements, BSC drgues that these
requirements cannot be imposed through a urce Permit. BSC has
identified an apparent error in the rules. Despite the
limitation set.forth in Section 264.1(d), Section 270.60(b) (3)
€xpressly requires the owner or operator of a hazardous waste
injection well to comply with the RCRA corrective action require-
ments to qualify for a RCRA Permit-by-ryle. & The apparent
conflict must pe resolved in faver of requiring compliance for
twoe reasons. First, RCRA §3004 (u) unequivocally requires all
RCRA permits issued after November 8, 1984, (whether by formal
application or by rule) to impose corrective action requirements
under that section. Any conflict between this statutory command
and the regulations (40 CFr §§144.14 and 264.1(d)) must be

resolved in favor of the statute, Second, as a3 Practical matter,

% As noted above, 40 CFR §270.60(b) (3) conditions eligibility
for a RCRra permit-by-rule on compliance with 40 CFR §264.101,
which incorporates the RCRa Corrective action requirements into
the rules. The Agency Promulgated Section 270.60(b) (3) after
Section 264.1(4d). Compare 50 Fed, Reg. 28,752 (July 15, 1985)
with 45 Fed. Reg. 33,221 (May 19, 1980). sSection 270.60(b) (3)
therefore represents the most recent expression of the Agency's
Position on the requirements for a RCRA permit-by-rule.
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(by rule op by permit obtained through the formal application
Process) te dispose of its hazardous waste, ¥
Finally, Bsc argues that RCRA Corrective action requirements
dre unnecessary and redundant because the UIC regulations ceontain
corrective action requirements. Unlike the éomprehensive
requirements of RCRA §3004(u), which cail for corrective action

for all hazardous Waste releases from a4 solid waste Ranagement

wells are "improperly sSealed, completed, or abandoned" ang only
A4S necessary "to prevent movement of fluid inte underground
sources of drinking water,w ‘§g§ 40 CFR §144.55. The short
answer to BSCig contention is that Congress has directed that
more extgnsive requirements pe imposed under RCRA §3004 (u) where

@ UIC well is used to dispose of hazardous waste,

IIT. Imposition of the CRA General -Facilijt
st-clo t

The permit at issye ip UIC Appeal No. 85-g includes terms
incorporating various generaj facility ang post-closure standards
under Part 264 of the RCRa regulations. Bsc objects to these
conditiens baséd on 40 CFR §264.1(d), which (as noted above)

states théE the Part 264 RCRA standards apply to UIC Permittees

Administrator for Water ang the Assistant Administrator for Solid
Waste and Emergency Response to Propose revisions to the
requlations tgo eliminate the inconsistency described above.
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"only to the extent they are required by (40 CFR §144.147, v In
turn, Section 144.14 applies only to well injection of hazardous
waste "accompanied by a manifest,.n BSC contends that Section
144.14 is inapplicable because BSC is not required to manifest
the waste injected into its wells. |

Region v Correctly responds that the contested Provisions
are authorized by Sections 144.52(a)(9) and (b) (1) of the UIc
regulations, which state that UIC permitsg shall include "on é
case-by-case basis such additional conditions as are necessary to
prevent the migration of fluids into undergroung Sources of
drinking waterw and "to provide for and assure compliance with
all applicable requirements'of the SDWA and Parts 144, 145, 148
and 124 [of the uI1c regulations. " These Provisions provide
sufficient legal authority for imposing the conditions at issue,
Sections 144.14 and 264.1(d) were Promulgated to stregmline the
regulation of wells under both the RCRA and urIC Programs, They
de not diminish the obligation and authority of permit writers

under Section 144.52 to eénsure, through additional conditions,

that UIC wells do not contaminate undergfound sources of drinking

- -
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Conclusion

the reasons set forth above,
are denied,

For

BSC's petitions for review

S0 ordered.

(ifg:ggﬂﬂs \J:::jF::3:j§r4grv_‘bhq
Dated: JAN 1 g 1389 A

Lee M. Thomas
Administrator
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ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Faci1ity Inspection Form for Compliance
with Underground Injection Control Requirements
(Permit and Inspection Fee Form)

Facility Name: £ 7V STALL (o  TEPA File Heading: LTV STCEL

Facility Address. /'7/24‘:»79;'/}1 Z{,lc;lfjf’J IEPA I.D. Number: ; 57570 jCOOE
P s Box 3AS County: Pul N

Hennepin, TL €1327 u.s. EPAI.D. No.: IlDpo o 7R 159
Facility Contact: Puul Sc hlinaman_  Inspector(s) Name: Doyl S.Re Lo la {6
0

Title: (}e ne Q"-' S‘“P“‘f!if $o0 - C)Qc{a.}jr RS Suﬂm."i' e rdice

Well Name: 10w -] Date of Inspection: ‘\’,}1‘3}53

1. MWell Classification Haz. NH Time (From) (.00 (T0}10.504

Class I v .
Class II
Class III
Class 1V
Class V

Comments:

2. Authorization

IEPA Permit: ,i//’Pemﬁthmem UEC-coY -\ i- Tk
Authorization By Rule:

Emergency Permit: Permit Number:

Other:

3. Operational Status

Operating: _____Jif:__ )

Standby:

Inoperable:

Comments:

RECEIVED
MAR 1 g 1989
(EPAT e

1L 532-1028

LPC 215 11/R5






Remarks:  (Juy Paed /.5 (9FF fiwfﬂ&iﬁ p—LFMama/wh g crglece o)
ﬁrf‘ 47(/ <M Lot /é’)m«&ﬂ&—ﬁ R (Qm‘{/qﬁ/ﬂw«é&lé@ﬁmm G A

[ ;;ﬁq . 6(-/ 4 ( fou?%; Aw:,(w;'// Pt /(M.ﬂ,,._/'?[ .&{z‘ﬁg/’ .4‘12(? & :‘!.fé-.-/q:h C/ L;a;'ffd ?Fr f"zrrtﬂﬂf"f "—-S»
/ I , —_

/o 'Zf'{-{” e CF -

Qe ¢ L Ac%’p; G o T TS ez s

AL AT - Frrs A waét. ;-g 5(_,#1',{?.:,,,_.,, 7££.t3,1.«2(.5:/ M@g:»ﬁy_

c--* ( o Pe%:;(}-\ i

Toten Pl sm,
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Ilinois Environmental Protection Agency

F.0. Box 19278, Springfield, IL. £2794.9278

217/782-9720

LTV Steel STP
NPDES Permit No. IL000Z631
Report of Compliance Sampling

February 16, 1989

Mr. Cal Baxter
LTV Steel
Hennepin, I1iinois 62327

Dear Mr, Baxter:

On December 7, 1988, an NPDES Compliance Sampling Inspection was conducted
at the subject facility by personnel from the Rockford Regional Office.
From the report supplied by the field inspector, it was noted that proper
operation and maintenance was being provided.

This Agency would Tike to commend the operating staff for their efforts.
Should any questions arise pertaining to this letter, please direct them
to me at the above-indicated telephone number.

Sincerely,

(;lew ¥¥5§}§1QVA

Jaﬁ Hopper
Compliance Monitoring Unit
Division of Water Pollution Control

JH:bab

cc: Compliance Assurance Section
Records Unit
FOS, Region 1
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Iinois Environmental Protection Agency P O, Box 19276, Springlickl 11 627042027

217/782-6761

Refer to: 1558010006 -- Putnam County
Hennepin/LTV Steel Co.
ILD 000781591
UIC No Migration Petition -~ USEPA Land Ban

December 23, 1988

USEPA, Region V

Attention: George Hudak

UIC Section, Water Division SWD-TUB
230 South Dearborn Street

Chicago, IL 60604

Dear Mr., Hudak:

The I1linois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA), n conjunction with the
I1Tinois State Geological Survey (ISGS), has completed its review of the Land
Ban Petition submitted on behalf of LTV Steel Company by Golden Strata
Services. The IEPA's comments can be found in Attachment A of this letter and
the comments compiled by the ISGS, entitled "Comments Regarding Land Ban
Petition for LTV Steel Company, Hennepin, IL," comprise Attachment B.

The lead reviewer at IEPA is John Richardson and review assistance was
provided by Jill Withers and Doug Clay. The ISGS reviewer is Ed Mehnert,

Due to contractual difficulties and policies of the I1linois State Water
Survey, comments from them have not been received to date. They will be
forwarded directly to you.

The ISGS posed aquestions to the IEPA. Since USEPA is responsible for the
final review of the petition, we, at IFPA, direct those questions to USEPA.

This Tetter and attachments document, in writing, the information sent to you
in Word Perfect format.






Hlinois Environmental Protection Agency  + P. O. Box 19270, Springticld. I 62794-9270

Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Fd Bakowski or John Richardson at
217/782-6761,

Yery tru1y yours,

il

step, P
~ Permit Section
Division of Land Pollution Control

Manager

LWE:JPR:ct/4012],5sp1 -2
Attachments

cc: Division File v~
Rockford Region
John Richardson
Ed Bakowski
Doug Clay
JiTl Withers
Tom Cavanagh
ISGS - Ed Mehnert
ISHS - John Nealon






Hlinois Environmental Protection Agency - P. O. Box 19276, Springlicld. 11 627949276

10.

11.

12,

Attachment A

Vol. 1, page 2: The Well Location was given as 390' from south Jine and
791" from west line; however, the location was given as 390' north and
191" west of the SE corner of the SW quarter of the SW quarter in Vol. 1
page 3-1.

s

There is no signed Certification of Petition Information,

The depth to the top of the Mt. Simon does not correspond to the depth
which can be calculated by summing the thicknesses of each unit above it,

The calculated value i1s 3,000 feet and the depth in Vol. 2, Figure 1-1, is
3100 feet,

Vol. 1, page 2-2: the petitioner injects D002 waste (pH2), as well as
K062 (Waste Pickle Liguor). D002 was not identified as part of the
wastestream,

Initial Completion Stimulation: Was the well stimulated upon completion?
If so, indicate the type of stimulation that was used, along with
pressures and volumes of fluids must be provided. Also, the effects of
stimulation upon the injection and confining formations must be addressed.

Vol. T, Figure 5-15: Is the map in Figure 5-15 taken from a published
document? If so, what is the source, when was it published, and what was
the distance to the nearest event?

Vol. 1, page 8-4: The petition states the model was constructed with
seven layers, but only five were identified. Figure 8-1 in Vol. 2 shows
eight layers.

Vol. 1, page 8-13: Explain why the viscosity of the waste is assumed to
be the same as the viscosity of the formation fluid. In Vol. 1, page 6-2,
the viscosities were given as 1.87 and 0.8 centipoise, respectively,

Vol. 1, page 8-27: Why is the formation fluid density estimated no move
accurately than + 50%7?

Vol. 1, page 8-29: Why are the lateral and vertical permeabilities
provided no wmore than + 100% accurate?

Vol. 1, page 8-32: Explain why a reference is made to "injection zone"
shales at + 2826 feet, a depth which corresponds to the center of the
confining Zone,

Vol. 1, page 10-8: Wastestream Compatability. The special core flow
analyses did not appear to have been conducted with waste pickie 1iquor.
What fluid was used for those tests? The test, referenced in Appendix
5-1I1, was conducted for the freshwater annulus flush - not compatability.
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Page 2

13. Vol, 3, page 3: The petition Tndicates there are 729 feet of overburden
between the top of the injection interval and the bottom of the USDW,
Calculations from the data provided indicate there are 597 ft,

14, Vol. 3, pages 4 and 9: The Petition indicates that, after injection
ceases, pressure gradients will become negative, redirecting transport
back into the injection interval. Does this mean waste will move
downard? Explain how this can occur, given the higher hydraulic head of
the Mt. Simon?

15. Vol. 3, page 6: Justify why the vertical waste movement into the
overlying shale can be taken to be 2 ft. for the historical period (19
years) when Figure 6 shows the position of the pH = 2 contour (based on a
pH of 0 for injected waste) at 1.5 ft. into the overlying shale after 680
days of simulated injection.

16, Vol, 1, page 5-23: What are the TDS contents for the lowermost USDW
(Franconia), the confining zone (Fau {laire), and the injection zone/
injection interval {Mt. Simon and Elmhurst)?

17. Vol. 3, page 5: Why are the viscosity, TDS and specific gravity of the
waste estimated using a constituent-analysis technique when these
parameters are measured each month, as a permit requirement?

18. Vol. 1, page 6-4:

a) What porosity value was used for the confining zone in the model?

b)  What is the compressibility of the confining zone material? What
value was used in the model?

c)  What confining zone thickness was used in the model?

d)  What is the storage coefficient of the confining zone? What value
was used in the model?

19. Vol. 1, page 6-2:

a) What is the compressibility of the injection zone material? What
value is used in the modei?

b)  What is the storage coefficient of the injection zone? What value is
used in the model?

20. Vol. 1, page 6-2: The petition needs to include information on the
- following formation fluid characteristics:

a) pH

b) temperature






Hlinois Environmental Protection Agency P O. Box 19276, Springtield, 11 62794-927

Page 3
c) TDS
d) TSS

e) common cations and anions, such as Na, Ca, Mg, Ba, Fe, Zn, C1, SO,
S0z, CO3, and HCOj3

21. Vol. 1, page 6-2: what are the TDS and TSS values for the injected
waste? (Also see #17)

22. Vol. 1, page 10-8: The petition needs to include information on
compatability test results between the injected waste and the following:

a) injection zone rock matrix
b) confining zone rock matrix
c¢) injection zone fluids
d) confining zone fluids,

This should include the type of test, temperature parameters, pressure
parameters, the date, and the resuits.

23. Vol. 1, page 10-8: The petition does not contain adequate information to
describe the chemical/physical characteristics of the injected waste.

24, Vol. 3, page 3: The petition does not specify the exact portions of the

injection zone which comprise the assumed net thickness of 40 feet which
is accepting fluid.

JR:ct/40125,sp1 -5






overall document, specific comments referenced to the document Page number K and
non-fatal comments also referenced by pPage number. The non-fatal comments do
not impact approval of the petition, but should be addressed for completeness

and clarity of the document. Non-fatal comments are denoted by an asterisk(*)
following the page number.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1) All references cited should be furnished. It may be best to include one
reference section at the end of the document.

2) The majority of the comments require clarification of wording in the document
or providing additional supporting information/data. Sections of the document
which require attention include model application, model calibration, and input
data for the model.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Page No, Comment
1-3% Referenced facility name ie incorrect.

Figure 1-1 The range of permeability values for the Mt. Simon listed on this
figure does not match the values listed in Appendix 5, Volume IT.

2-2 Need historical characterization of waste for model input.
2-4 & 7-2 Identify the starting date for volume of injected fluid. Also,

water flushes. The volume should include all fiuid injected into
the Mt. Simon.

4-7 Provide additional data for the DST-- when was it run, what interwval
was tested, ate.

4-9% What dats are available to show that the water table, as defined as
the top of the zone of saturation, 1s 75 feet below the ground
surface? In most of Illincis, the depth below ground surface to the
water table {s 3 to 10 feet. The 75 foot depth may be the
potentiometric surface of a deeper aquifer.

4-10% The number of penetrations in the first paragraph do not match the
number of wells listed in the same paragraph.

Compare the TDS estimates from electric log interpretation with any
water quality data available from DSTa or other sources. Also,
explain any discrepancies between the estimates and field data.






Papge No,

Comment

4-15

S5-4%*

5-7%

5-11

5-14

5-22

5-27

Fig 5-15
5-36

6-2

Need to provide references for all references cited in the chapter,

In Putnam County, pre-Illinoian, Illinoian, as well as Wisconsinan
deposits overly the bedrock materials.

Please note that the Sandwich Fault is upthrown to the northeast on
its southeastern end.

The proper reference for defining the Mt. Simon Aquifer to include
the Mt. Simon Sandstone and the Elmhurst Sandstone is Suter et al.,
ISWS/ISGS Cooperative Ground-Water Report 1.

Is the description of the Eau Claire site specific or pgeneral? If

general, this description is not consistent with description in ISGS
Bulletin 95,

Were the upper members of the Eau Claire (Lombard and Provisio)
identified at the site? What are their lithologies and thicknesses?

What was distinguished based on dolomite content? The Ironton from
the Galesville? The Ironton-Galesville from the Provisio?

The injection interval is defined as the geologic layers actively
receiving waste. Depths given for the injection interval are 3109
to 4843 feet. However, on page 6-2, it is stated that only 40 feet
accept waste. Please clarify and indicate the elevation of the zone
or zones accepting fluid,

Identify whether these are horizontal or vertical permeabilities.

The Ironton is identified as being "tight”, please provide data to
support this claim.

Draw circle with 50 km radius or provide scale.l
Give direction of groundwater gradient,

Are the values listed here typical, average or some other values?
Also, do they pertain to the 40 foot section receiving waste or to
the formation from 3109 to 4B43? Sources of data and corrections
used must be provided or properly referenced, Specific comments
follow:
Net thickness receiving waste-- which MITs were used to
identify this thickness?
Porosity-- were logs calibrated with core values?
Dispersivity-- justify use of these values.
Specific gravity-- formstion fluid data obtained from DST
sample? How does formation specific gravity vary with depth?
Compressibility-- does pore volume mean formation?
Gradient-- vertical or horizontal? give direction.






Page No,
7-1

B-4

8-7

2.8

8-10

8-11

8-14

8-24

8-30

§-32

Comment

Since surface pressure was used to calibrate the model, the input
perameters pertinent te head loss in tubing and well bore must be
given and justified,

The high value for average monthly volume seems too low. Dividing
the cumulative volume injected by the number of months operated gives

approximately 600,000 gallons/month, which is greater than the high
value given.

Seven layers were modeled, but only five units are described. What
are the other two units?

You indicate that ignoring flow into the Granville Basin is
considered conservative. This argument assumes that the waste i{g
denser than any fluld contained in the Basin. Do you have any data
to support this assumption?

What is the reference for the compressibility data?

Worst case scenario is described as flow through 40 feet of the
injection interval. If the fleld test indicated that only 40 feet
of the formation is accepting fluid, how 1s the use of flow through
40 feet considered to worst case?

What data have been provided to show that the geologic materials are
isotropic? In terms of defining lateral extent, it seems that a more
conservative approach would be to assume anisotropic conditions.

The following statement: “The geologic analysis justifies the
assumption of no earthquakes."” {s not consistent with data presented
on Figure 5-15. Please correet this statement,

Question for IEPA: CFR Sectionm 148.21.a.6 seems clear on requiring
sensitivity analysis if input data for the model contributes
significantly to the uncertainty. No sensitivity analysis is
presented here. I believe their approach of all conservative values
precludes need for sensitivity analysis, but I challenge some of
their conservative assumptions (see comment for p. 8-10).

Dispersivity values do not match values listed on page 6-2. Need
to reference and justify the values used.

The dip angle was ignored due to its minor influence. This may be
an acceptable assumption during active injection, but address this
assumption for the 10,000 year migration scenario and the fact that
there is a density differénce between the injected and formation
flulds.

The extent of waste movement is given, but what concentration is used
to define the waste front?






Page HNo Comment
9-2 The cone of influence definition is not consistent with the
definition on page 28134, Federal Register, 7/24/88,

2-8 Identify private sources of well information.

10-4% Define "typical™. Historical average or a range of values would be
more appropriate.

10-5% Are there any compounds in the waste which would catalyze the
corrosion reactions for Hastelloy or the fiberglass reinforced epoxy?

10-7%* Dowell Epoxy Resin cement and diesel oil-- discuss operational

experience which has demonstrated their respective chemical stability
at this site,

10-8% Identify the type of solution used in the swelling clay tests. Was
a NaCl or other type of solution used to determine the impact of
swelling clays? If a nonacidic solution were used for this test,

how does one conclude that acid injection would not damage the
formation?

11-1 Question for IEPA: In terms of timing, do the tests run in 11/87 meet
the requirements of the petition demonstration?

For the stationary slug test, ldentify the flow rate, tool
sensitivity, and type and temperature of injected fluid.

Based on the way the stationary test was run, determine the minimum
leakage which could be detected. Perhaps setting the tool closer
to the top of the packer is justified.

11-2% Clarify date RAT was run: text indicates 11/25 and field print
indicates 11/18.

Appendix 8-1

General Discuss and justify general modeling approach. It appears that
conservative transport and one fluid density were assumed.

4 Did Clifford's work discuss gradients in the Mt. Simon in Ohio? If

so, discuss the appropriateness of assuming such gradients for the
Illinois Basin.

5 Was the specific gravity data used during calibration measured or
calculated? Since surfsce pressures were used for calibration, fnput
parameters for head loss in the tubing and well bore must be given.
What data were used to calibrate the model-- maximum pressure,

minimum pressure or some average value? Were strip chart records
available?






Page No,

10

Comment

The selection of this time period, where only 8 data points are
available seems suspect. Calibration with data from the initial
injection test, may have been better for two reasons. During the
initial test, nearly 700,000 gallons were injected compared to
136,700 gallons for the test used for calibration. In addition, it
geems that more than & data points would be available for the Initial
test. Please justify the data used for model calibration.

Discuss why pH=2 contour was used to define waste movement. Would
other hazardous waste components travel farcher?

Show caleculations. The results presented are not reproducible based
on data in document,

Show calculations.

Provide reference for equation 2,
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TLLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Facility Inspection Form for Compliance
with Underground Injection Control Requirements

Facility Name: L7 VS7EE¢ COMPANY 1EPA File Heading: | TV STECL

Facility Address. Hennepin (Works IEPA 1.D. Number: | S 500 [ 0o €
PC’. Box S 7 County: Pu'r\nn-\
ltenne pin TLELISAT U.S. EPA LD No.: 100 o o7 8,59/
Facility Contact: ﬁ%tu, Sc:hl)rggnquj\ Inspector(s) Name: ()., S. Relzla f{“

Title:General Sugewisor-(jpemli‘ons SQ?_‘pml Servie s

Well Name: A/ DW- - Date of Inspection: llLl‘ilf¢)

1. Well Classification Haz. NH

.Class I v’ Vv
Class 11
Class 111
Class IV
Class V¥

Comments:

2. Authorization

IEPA Permit: v~ Permit Number: ()T ¢ -00Y-tif-F L
Authorization By Rule: " .
Emergency Permit: Permit Number:

Other:

3. Operational Status

Operating:

Standby: v
Inoperable: T

Comments : df-?'mé; /L/w\q Z-ug'wé oTery oI curec ]éef»fép X /tf‘/é /W
/ y r 7 : é Py G- | o T
s cong o 00 f27 20007, Lrgecler r7 d.7¢0 /em,( ¢ ey
. el %

\ — . f
ey .»1,.1»»,;/ S, 5//.75%'2’7 Copo gjf’" évzvé, .







Remarks: (On Tuesdayv. November 29, 1988 an Annua] UIC inspection was

conducted at [TV Steel's Hennepin Works.

[ _met Paul Schlingman at his office. I proceeded to gg over his

records (permit application, strip charts, maintenance records,

analytical data). All appeared to be in_order. We then went to the

1éb0ratory to look at the sampling sheets.

We_then went to the treatment piant. The gauge and strip chart

valijes were recorded and the operating records were checked.

A sample of Waste Pickle Liquor was collected. Chain of

custody procedures were followed,

No violations were observed during this inspection.

DH:bT1s/0070E,sp






[tlinois Environmental Protection Agency + P. O. Box 19276, Springficld. 1L 62794-9276

27/782-6761

Pefer to: 1558010006 -- Putnam County
LTV Steel
ILDQOOTEI RG]
H.1.£. Compliance Fite

dJuly 19, 1988

LTY Steel Company - Hemnepin Works
ATTH:  Paul Schlingman
fenmepin, I1tinois 61320

Dear Mr. Schlingman:

The Agency is in receipt of your July 6, 1968 response(s) to our June 23, 1588
Compliance Ineniry Letter. Your vesponse{s) has been reviewed and the
apparvent vielation{s) of Section(s) 702.141 s now considered resolved. Also,
the letter you enclosed with your response and a conversation between John
Richardson and Terese Laciak, of ARRO Laboratovy, Inc., have clarified the
matter regarding the reported valwes for Total Organic Halogens,

If you have any questions, please contact John Richardson at the number 1isted
abiove.

Sincerely,

égﬁ%9{£§1 C;%fc.é;kxk/

Angela Aye Tin, Manager

Technical Compliance Unit
Compliance Section

Pivision of Land Poliution Control

ART: 0T :dTs/2111],23

cc: Division File v
Rockford Region
Pave RetzVaff
Steve Cobelman
John Richardson
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0y (/235500
LTV Steel Company RESPGY‘%S;: EQMJ&-«:}.quwG lL‘

July 6, 1988

Iilinois Environmental Protection Agency
Divigien of Tand Follution Control

2200 Churchill Toad

PO, Box 19276

Springfield, Illinels 62794-9276

Attention: Angela Aye Tin, Manager
Technical Compliance Unit
Conpliance Section

Reference:  UIC Conpliance Inqqdry Letter Dated June 23, 1988
TEPA No, 1553010006

Dear Mz, Aye Tin,

In responce to the apparent violations as pointed out in your letter of June
23, 1988, we offer the fellowing explanations.

Attachment A, Paragraph 1A - The concentration of zinc was reported as 167
my/l.  We have checked with the laboratory and can not fully explain the
apparent high level of zinc. The appearance of this sample was not typical
of previous waste pickle liquor sanples, and therefore, we have concluded
that a sanpling ancmaly may have ocourred. We will check future sanples
closely to prevent reocourrence. In addition, to assure future conpliance,
we are instituting a new OA/QC proceduwre of occationally splitting samples
and amploying a second outside laboratory to perform analyses. Subsequent
analyses of samples taken yielded levels of 16,4 and 8.0 g/l zine.

Attachment A, Paragraph 1B - This indicates that our monthly operating
report for the month of May 1988 showed that the injection cycles may not
have malntained their required differential pressure of at least 400 PSI.
We have re-checked our charts and our pressure control equipment and have
conclivdedd that as the ambient temperature increased, the armumlus pressure
control equipment became slightly out of calibration. We have corrected
this by increasing the anmulus pressure set point to azsure that the
pressure will be higher than the required minimum of 400 PSI. We have also
given specific operating instructions to the operating perzsonnel that
requires that they not totally rely on the control equipment. In acklition,
they will observe the differential pressure and take any necessary action to
maintain the re-uired 400 PSI differential settings. RECEIVED

JUL T 1 1988
PO STERY COMPANY o HUMSEDID IS $1977 @ TE]EPHOMNE (8161 906 271y EEPA-DLI)C






We have also included with this letter the response from our contract
laboratories to the question concerning the explanation to “appears all
inorganic” to the values in our monthly reports for Total Crganic Halogens,
We presume that this explanation will answer your questions concerning the
reported conments,

@y\ <

FP.N. Schlingman, Gendral Superviszor
Operations Support Services

cc: R.V, Norell
L.A. Szuhay
file






WNDLARA DEFANTMEICE OF ENLTONMEN 1AL MAHAGEMENT ‘ . LT
OFFICE OF SOUID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT
' p.oeBox 7035
dianapolis, N 46207-7038

PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE (Form designed for use on elfie (12-pifch) typewriter,) Form Approved. OMB No. 2050-0038. Expires 9-30-86
kit e, e — p H ded
¢ UNIFORM HAZARDOUS I 1. Generator's US EPA ID No. Dogjamngﬁ?tm- 2. Page 1 !ng?rgggi}g naggdefs%agrgéqlﬁi’%éz
WASTE MANIFEST I DA 007 g 4 Eqiin o A ha of 4 16 lal,
3. Generator's Name and Malling Address A, State Manifest Document Number

LTV Steel Company _ 7 ' T
Box 32? . p | ‘ . LuﬁGemmigs%szozz
b%éﬁ?’%%nﬁllg?g;ls §4323, 1 Att: P.N, Schlingman

1550105001
5. Transporter 1 Company Name 8. Use EPA {D Number C. State Transporter's I
LA, Steel i
K t Chemical Inc. IN.DO 0.0, 7 1 4 .840 D.Transpoﬁer’sPrsone?1q 882577
7. Transporter 2 Company Hame B. Use EPA ID Number E. Stale Transporter's 1D
s v e s s b b 4 e F. Transporter's Phone
9. Designated Facility Name and Site Address 10. Use EPA ID Number G. State Facility's ID

K.A. Steel Chemicals
1 N. Buchanan, P.O. Box 478

H. Facility's Phone

Gary, Indiana 46402 | IN.DP .0.0.7 1 4 .840 219-882-5776
' 12. Containers 13. 14, L
11. US DOT Bescription (Inchuing Proper Shipping Name, Hazard Class, and (D Number) Total Unit Waste No.
No. Type Quantity Wi/ Voi.

a
RQ, Waste, Hydrochloric Acig Mixture
Corrosive Material (02), NA 176® .1 | T L4368, G K062

QA>T mMmzmp
[« 3

-5155 (day), or 317/633-0144 (night) and the

[ap] o . . P S

& )

=
oo - . . c e
r T J. Additional Descriptions for Materials UstedAbove L R E C E E V E D L K. Handling Codes for Wastes Listed Above
| @ e “ i » B . M ".' - AR o .
- - . ROCKFORD REGION | a a
1 o L L
Fi 15, Special Hardling Instructions and Additional Information N OV 7 “988

P,C
L EPA—DLES
Ty
16. GENERATOR'S CERTIFICATION: | hereby dectare that the cqSENEL! WE cl}r}sfd?igé?ﬁ are fully and accurately described above by
proper shipping name and are classified, packed, marked, afid labeled, and are in all respects in proper condition for transport by highway
according to applicable international and national government regulations,

il 1 am a large quantity generalor, | certify that [ have a pregram in place to reduce the volume and toxicity of waste generated to the degree | have
determined 1o be eccnomically practicable and that | have selected the practicable method of treatment, storage, or disposal currently available to me
which minimizes the present and future threat to human heaith and the environment; OR, if | am a smal) quantity generator, | have made a good faith
etfort to minimize my waste generation and seiect the best waste management method that is available to me and that | can afford.

YAl

Response Center at 800/424-8802 or 202/426-2675.

In cas~ f a spill call Indiana Office of Environmental Res

i
[ 3 Printed/ Typed Name : Signature Cate
; . . ) ? - Month) Day | Year
2 v B hl - .
Recherd L. CGoleFT, Rie Lo x//%/“%é?sé CAL-ssy
; 17. Transporter 1 Acknowledgement of Recelpt of Materials (-
A Printed/T Name ) : Si | Date
A = w % Zﬁ / Monthy Doy 1 vear | T
s L@ ¢§?£‘<z- AL P L L& |'7E%SL?§ o
O { 18. Transporter 2 Acknowledgement of Receipt of Materials AN
R r - C
Printed/Typed Name . Signaty Date
E ; ’ ~anature Monthy Day y Year N
: el e I
e
19. Discrepancy Indication Space ‘ Egh (/;:,E SJEL}
F e
Y R AT I
2 lc HOY 101858
w1
L
= i - oy A PN TV
\T, 20. Facility Owner ar Operator: Gertification of receipt of hazardous materials covered b/ 1pi§ manifest except as notet}!temkﬁt T I g
[ 5eind gD T Nl A R
EPA Form 87G0-22 (ftev. 9-86) DISTRIBUTION:  PAGE 1 {white) TSD WAIL TO GEMERATOR PAGE 5 {lighl biua} TSD COPY
Previous Rions are obsolete, : . B PAGE 2 (goldenrod) ZENERATOR MAIL TO GENERATOR STATE PAGE 6 {canary) GENERATOR COPY
State Form 11885 PAGE 3 (light green} TSD MAIL TD TSD STATE B T S







AL L s e o BT T e ond et Al BiliER ] B
o OFFICE OF SOUID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT ‘ -
ﬂw‘ #5000, Box 7035 N
g indienapolis, IN 46207-7035 o
( E PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE {Fom d&eimed for use on elite {12-pifch} typewriter.} Form Approved. OMB No. 2050-0033. Expires 9-30-88
¥ S— ; in the_shaded }
1 [ [UNIFORMHAZARDOUS | T Gererators TS EFA o ootumentho. | #7000 |l iEuled kel e b
WASTE MANIFEST 1L D a4 0 7°8°1° 591 loo-0 g1l w1
3. Generator's Name and Mailing Address A State Manifest Documant Number

LTV Steel Company _ ‘ o ‘ ‘
Box 325 Ll\sltﬁeemgs%f{) 202 1,‘

BepnGRMbrondl14003s 81327, 5 Att: P.N. Schlingman . 1550105001
5. Transporter 1 Company Name 6. Uss EPA ID Number C. State Transporter's D
K.A. Steel Chemical Inc. INDQ 9 0 7 4 4 840 D.Transporter'sF'honzig_Baz__s'y';s
7. Transporter 2 Company Name 8. Use EPA D Number E. State Transporter's 1D
% e e 4w s s e 8w s F.Transporter'sPhone
9. Designaied Facility Name and Site Address 10. Use EPA ID Number G. State Faciity's 1D
K.A. Steel Chemicals
1 N. Buchanan, P.0O. Box 478 H. Facility's Phone
Gary, Indiana 46402 iIN D0 0 0.7.1 4 840 219-882-5776
12. Containers 13. 14. L
11. US DOT Description {Including Proper Shipping Narme, MHazard Class, and ID Number) ) No. Type QJ:rtg:ilty Wltj;‘\lfzai Waste No.

a.

RQ, Waste, Hydrochloric Acid Mixture
Corrosive Material (02), NA 176¢ L% |ToT L4402 oG K062

DQ«P»OmMZMA0
o
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[= BN 16. GENERATCR'S CERTIFICATION: | hereby declare that the contents of this consignment are fully and accurately described above by
=0 proper shipping name and are classified, packed, marked, and labeled, and are in all respects in proper condition for transport by highway
E % aceording to applicable Internationat and national government regulations.
w < if { am a large quaniity generator, | certity that | have a program in place to reduce the volume and toxicity of waste generated to the degree | have
"5 «~ determined to be economically practicable and that | have selected the practicable method of treatment, storage, or disposal currently available to me | ==
o™ which minimizes the present and future threat to human health and the environment; OR, if | am a small quantity generator, | have made a goad faith | ==
~ effort to minimize my waste generation and select the best waste management method that Is available to me and that | can atiord.
23 >
=0 Printed/ Typed Name . Signature 4 S Date
oW ]y N L C / 7L \ ~ Lt / ;Z r/m Monthy Day | Yewr .
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Hlinois Environmental Protection Agency 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, 11. 62706

PV7Ter-6761

Cevtified ¢ /7 /& 0 2.2/ ¢
Pefer to: YEEAQIONOE -~ Putnam Ceonnty
LTY Steel
ILROOO7ETIRDY
Corpliance File

U, I.C. COVPLIANCE TROUIRY LETTVER

June 23, 1088

LTY Steel Company - Hennepin Yorks
Attn: Paul Schbinoran
Hermepin, Itlinois 61270

Pear Mo Schlingman:

The purpose of this letter is Lo address the statu% of the above-refercnced
facility in velation to the reguirements of 35 I11. Adm. Code, Subtitie € and
te inoeire as o your position with respect to the apravent viclations
icentified in Attachrent A and your plans to correct these apparent
violations. The Acency's findings of apparent non-compliance in Attachment A
are based on a Jupe 17, 1988 review of documents submitted to the Agency to
demonstrate coampliance with the requirements of Parts 707 and 730,

Flease submit in writing, within fifteen (15) calendar days of the date of
this letter, the reasons for the fdentified violations, a description of the
steps witich have been taken to correct the viclations and a scheduyle,
including dates, by which each violation will be resolved, These resolution
dates are not tn exceed £0 days from the date of the ahove referenced
inspection and/or vecord review, The written response should be sept to the
following:

Inaela Aye Tin, Hanager

Techrical Compliance Unit

Cotpl fance Section

IMtinets Envirommental Protection Agency
Piyision of Land Pollution Tontrol

2200 Charchill Foad

Fost Office Box 10276

Springfield, Nlinpis £2794.9274

In addition, please include an explapation of hov your contract lab detervined
that the 72.00 percent of Tetal Organic l'alogens, reported for the ponth of
Fay, "appears 211 inorganic.” This explanation chouI# ansuver the ceestion
giccunaed in pur pimm conversation on June ][’_ ]f’*ggs t(zﬂﬂyﬁ"nrj Tm—,,z “Fﬂmﬁ
Halegens in yeuy April Cperatipg Report,







iR L |

Hhinois Environmental Protection Agency 2200 Churchill Roud, Springfield, [1, 62706

Page 2

Further, teke notice that non-compliznce with the requiversnts of the Tilinpeis
Entvironmental Protection Act and rules and regulations adepted thereunder may
be the subject of enforcement action pursvant to the Illinnis Enviromental
Protection Act, I11. Rev. Stat., Ch. 111 1/2, Sec. 1001 et seq.

If you have ary questions vegarding the above, please contact John Richardson
at the number Tisted above.

Sincerely,
ﬂ%xqa@}(;&iz,§)b4

Angela Aye Tin, Hanager

Technical Compliance Unit
Compliarce Section

Division of Land Pollution Control

AﬁT:Jﬁ:jd/T7223i??1sz;////
cc: Division File

Pockford Region
Bave Petzioff

Steve Gobelman
John Richardson

HAc

48T







Hiinois Environmental Protection Agency 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, [L 62706

Attachmwent A

oo Purswant te 35 I1T, Adm, Code Section 702,141, the permittee must comply
with all conditions of kis/her permit., Any permit roncompliance
constitutes a violation of the [Tlinois Environmental Protection Act. You
are in apparent violation of Section 702,141 for the following reasons:

A} Section I. B. 1. ¢, of your facility's permit linits the
concentration of zinc in the injected waste stream to 75 mg/l, The
monthly cperating repert for May indiceted that, for the week of
flay 8, 1280 through May 14, 1988, the concentration of zinc in the
waste streem was 167 mg/L.  This constitutes an apparent vielation of
your facility's permit condition governing waste parameters.

BY Section I. B. 1, d. of your facility's permit reouires that, during
waste injection, the anmulus pressure will be at least 400 psig
grezter than the tubing pressure. The monthly cperating report for
the month of Way, 1588 fndicated that, for the ipjectien cycles that
cccurved on Fay 1, &, 9, 18, 16, 22, 23, 29, and 30, the reqguived
pressure differential was not maintained. This constitutes an
apparent violation of your facility's permit condition governing
annulus protection,

AAT IR Jd/AT225 /100
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ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY MEMORANDUM? -
Division of Air Pollution Control--Field Operations Section

TE:  April 14, 1988 . Date of Inspection: April 14, 1988
TO: M. Zamco-APC-Spfld Last Insp. Date: May 1, 1987
FrOM: R. Jennings/W. Kahila [ff Region/Distirct: 11/201
SUBJECT: Facility: LTV Steel Company 1.p. 4 155 801 aaa

Address: Box_325 Hennepin, Illinois 61327
Contact/Title: Paul Schlingman, Superintendenq%mne: 925-2133

PRE-INVESTIGATION STATUS: Workplan - (0)a-1
INSPECTION FINDINGS: No Violation -~ TAS Checked
‘ ~ Form 177

This facility is a cold rolling, annealing, pickling and
galvanizing operation for coil steel. The coil steel is received
by rail and shipped by rail and truck.

There is a continuous annealing line that has gas-fired
burners. Following this is a galvanizing pit that is electrically
heated. The majority of the emissions are nitrogen oxides from the
burners on the annealing line. The NOy emissions are about 40
tons per year actual. The burners are less than 250 million BTU
per hour total and do not have an NOy emission limit.

There are two cold rolling mills where the only emissions are
0il mist. Each line has an o0il mist collection device.

There is an acid pickling line that has an acid fume scrubber.
The scrubber is a packed-bed wet scrubber.

There are two natural gas fired boilers. The major emission is
NOy at about 65 tons per year. Again, due to size and ade, there
is no NOy emission limit.

There are also batch annealing furnaces and here also the major
emission is NOy at about 10 tons per year without an emission
limit.

This year the anneal-galvanize line has been running fairly
continuously and the cold rolling line have been operating about
80% of the time. Only one boiler is operated at a time.

A1l emission sources were inspected on this date. All emission
sources have current operating permits.

Eo
WK/pm A
0068F

cc W. Kahila 1 n
L. Benson, Akﬁ4g%

I.D. File

¥T§a

I, 532-1245
AT ADDIDearr 7 /96
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ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Faci1lity Inspection Form for Compliance
with Underground Injection Control Requirements
(Permit and Inspection Fee Form)

Facility Name: £7VSTELEL Co IEPA File Heading: &7 .5 fee F

Facility Address. Hensmems &lorks IEPA I.D. Number: /S S5, 0/ 000 &
LO Loy SIS County: Putnam
fennep'n T¢ (/327 U.S. EPA 1.D. No.: WpoooZflS5T Y
Facility Contact: fh..l Sq‘w‘\;:\qmqh Inspector(s) Name: au.d S £ lsd ¥
Title:Ceporal S iy

Well Name: LJDwJ | Date of Inspection: Cipri/ 2C, /95§
1. Well Classification Haz.  NH Time (From)/0-0Sa(To) jo1=57)

g S22

I‘ZL- G‘/‘v[cc’ﬁ

Class I v v
Class II

Class III
Class 1V
Class V

Comments: |

Z2. Authorization

IEPA Permit: v Permit Number: y7T¢c- 0oy -wi-JTL
Authorization By Rule:

Emergency Permit: Permit Number:

Other:

3. Operational Status

Operating:

Standby: : /7

Inoperable:

Comments:

3 A
i N






- Page 2

Yes No Value
4. Recording Devices
a. Are continuous recording devices
present/operating for: (730.113(h}{2)}
1. Injection Pressure*+ v ;2/ 25, 5
2. Injection Flow Rate*+ v aCc o v
3. Volume*+ —
4. Annulus Pressure*+ v o /
2' Tﬁmpemture S —— ViLP6 o 93°
. P . S —
7. Other (specify) i, Al et € - N R N
8. Other (specify) R
b. Are gauges present/operating for:
1. Injection Pressure L 2/
2. Injection Flow Rate v G0
3. Yolume v SRS
4. Annulus Pressure v /d
g. Tﬁmperature v F o FFZ 7 S
- P v
7. Other {Specify) /g,.w{’ o HEO 2 s 8O
8. Other (Specify)

€. Are all of the above operating
within permitted ranges?

-
r

Comments:

;

*Required for Class I wells
+Required for Authorization by Rule






Page 4

7. Pre-Injection Storage Facilities and Transmission Lines

a. Storage Facilities

1. Type of Storage o
A. Tanks 2 . FJ0, 0FF) C-r—Cfeny [l s
B. Surface Impoundments

Yes No Comment

b. Condition of Storage Facility c?
1. Is adequate freeboard being maintained? f@ﬁz /§L“

2. Are the dikes maintained to prevent =
leaks? L

3. Are the tanks maintained to prevent e
Teaks? v
4, 1s there evidence of past leaks? v

If so, what steps have been taken to
correct and clean up the Teak?

Comments:

Yes Ho Ccmment
c. Tramission Lines
1. Are transmission Tines being ,
maintained to prevent leaks? o L
2. Is there evidence of past leaks? L”,/

If so, what steps have been taken to
correct and clean up the teak?

Comments;

ﬂ“ﬁh‘ﬂp‘ﬁﬁ
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Yes Ho Comment
5. Reporting Requirements
a. Are reports submitted at lTeast quarterly
to the Agency on: (730.113(c))
1. the physical, chemical and other
refevant characteristics of the
injection fluids+ / vion thly,
e I
2. the monthly average, maximum and
minimum values for injection
pressure, flow rate and volume and
annultur pressuret V// quo*xf{‘cj
T T V
3. monitor well data+ 441521_ o
b. Was the Agency notified within 24
hours of: (704.181(d))
1. Any monitoring or other information
which indicates that any
contamination may cause an _
endangerment to a USDW e~/
2. Any noncompliance with a permit
condition or mal function of the
injection system which may cause
fluid migration into or between //‘
USDW' s, + [T
Comments:
-Jes No Comment
6. Special Conditions
a. Are all permit special conditions
being met? v’
If no;

Explain:







Remarks: I (Dave Retzlaff) arrived at LTV Steel at 10:05 a.m. on April 26, 1988

to conduct a quarterly PIF inspection. I met with Paul Schlingman in his

office. We proceeded to the treatment plant in order to inspect the well head,

storage tanks, gauges and operating record. A1l were in order.

The Tast injection event occurred on April 24 & 25, 1988. A total of 129,000

gallons of acid and 5,300 gallons of water were injected over five shifts.

Filter unit #2 is still being reworked. The new control panel is coperating.

Left site at 10:50 a.m.

DSR/bp
cc: DLPC/Rockford qy@@?“égs
John Richardson/Compliance .
@'i ) A
cal






IHlinois Environmental Protection Agency - P.O.Box 19276, Springfield, IL 62794.9276

217/782-9720

LTV Steel
NPDES Permit No. IL0002631
Report of Compliance Sampling Inspection

March 25, 1988

LTV Steel
Hennepin
I1Tinois 61327

Gentlemen:

On January 21, 1988, an NPDES Compliance Inspection was conducted by personnel
from the Rockford Regional O0ffice. From the report supplied by the field
inspector, it was noted that proper operation and maintenance was being
provided.

This Agency would 1ike to commend the operating staff for their efforts.
Should any questions arise pertaining to this letter, please direct them to
Jan Hopper at the above indicated telephone number.

Sincerely,

Kenneth R. Rogers, Manager
Compliance Assurance Section
Division of Water Pollution Control

KER:JH: jas
cc: Compliance Assurance Section

Records Unit —"
FOS, Region 1 - Rockford






Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, [L 62706

217/782-6751

Pefer to: 0316500002 -- Cook County
LTV Steel Company
TLDOGE6235808
Compifance File

COMPLIANCE INOQUIRY LETTER

Cortified # P 12N 13D Y& |

Febriiary 4, 1088

1TY Steel Company

Attn: HMr. FRobert Voytko
3100 E. 45th Street
Cleveland, OH 44127

Dear Mr. Voytko:

The purpose of this letter is to address the status of the above-referenced
facility in relation to the requiresments of 35 Il1l. Adm. Code Part 725 and to
inquire as to your position with respect to the apparent violations identified
in Attachment A and your plans o correct these apparent viotations.

The Agency's findings of apparent non-compliance in Attachment A are bhased on
a January 13, 1988 review of documents submitted to the Agency to demonstrate
compiiance with the requirements of Subpart H.

Please submit in writing, within fifteen (15) calendar days of the date of
this Jetter, the reasons for the identified violations, a description of the
steps which have been faken to correct the violations and a schedule,
inciuding dates, by, which each violation will be resoived. The written
response, and two copies of all documents submitted in reply to this letter,
should be sent to the following:

Adngeia Aye Tin, Haenager

Technical Compliance Unit

Compliance Section

N1inois Envirommental Protection Agency
Pivision of Land Pollution Control

2208 Churchill Road

Post Office Box 19276

springfield, I1linois 627949276

Further, take notice that non-compliance with the requirements of the
Ilinois Enviromnmental Protection Act and rules and regulations adepted
thereunder may he the subject of enforcement action pursuant to either the
INlinois Envirormental Protection Act, I11. Rewv. Stat., Ch. 111 1/2, Sec. 1001
et seq. or the federal Resource Conservation and Fecovery Act (RCRAF, 4e
U.S.T. Sec. €901 et seq.
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If you have any cquestions regarding the above, please contact Andrew Yollmer
at 217/782-6761 .

Sincerely,

CE&%%u&lCZ%%:égﬁnJ

Angelz Aye Tin, Fanager

Technical Compliance Unit
Compliance Section

Division of Land Poliution Contrel

AAT:AV:JR:tf/03043,51 F

cc: Division Fitlew”
Havwood Region
Gary King
Andy Volimer
Johm Richardson
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Attachment A

T. Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.242(%), during the active 1ife of the
facility, the owner or operator shall adjust the closure cost estimate for
inflation within 60 days prior to the anniversary date of tie
establishment of the fimancial instruments used to comply with Section
725,243, For cwners and operators using the financial test or corporate
guarantee, the closure cost estimate must be updated for inflation within
30 days after the close of the firm's fiscal year and before submissicn of
updated information to the Agency as specified in Section 728.243{e)(5).
The adjustment may be made by recalculating the closure cost estimate in
current doliars, or hy using an inflatfon factor derived from the most
recent annual Implicit Price Deflator for Gross Hational Product as
published by the U.S. Department of Commerce in its Survey of Current
Rusiness as specified in subsections (B)(1) and (b)(2). The inflation
factor is the result of dividing the Tatest published annual Deflator by
the Deflator for the previous year.

1. The first adjustment is made by rultiplying the closure cost estimate
by the inflation factor. The result is the adjusted closure cost
estimate,

2.  Subsequent adjustments are wade by rultiplying the latest adjusted
closure cost estimate by the latest inflation factor.

You are in apparent violation of 35 IT1. Adm. Code 725.242(b) for the
following reason(s): You failed to update your closure cost as required.

2. Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.243(b)}{7), whenever the current closure
cost estimate increases to an amount greater than the penal sum, the owner
or cperator, within 60 days after the increase, shall either cause the
penal sum to be increased to an awount at least equal to the current
Closure cost estimate and submit evidence of such increase to the Agency,
or obtain other financial assurance as specified in this Sectien to cover
the imcrease, Whenever the current closure cost estimate decreases, the
penal sum aa¥ be reduiced to the amount of the current closure cost
estimate following written approval by the Agency.

You are iﬁgapnarent violation of 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.243(b}{(7) for the
following reason{s): You failed to update your Fimancial Assurance
document as required.

3. Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm, Code 725.247{a), an owner or operator of a
nazardous waste treatment, storage or disposal facility, or a aroup of
such facilities, shall demonstrate financial responsibility for bodily
injury and property demage to third parties caused by sudden accidental
occurrences arising from operations of the faciiity or group of
facilities. The owner or operator shall have and maintain iiability
coverage for sudden accidental occurrences in the amount of at least $§I
million per occurrence with an annual aggregate of at least $2 miliion,
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exclusive of legal defense costs., This iiability coverage may be
demonstrated 1n one of three ways, as specified in subsections (a}{1},
{a){z) and {a}(3).

You are in apparent violation of 35 I11. Adm. Cede 725.247{a) for the
following reason{s): You failed to provide proof of liabiiity coverage
for sudder as required.

4, Purseant to 35 IT1. Adm. Code 725.247{(L), an owner or operator of a
surface impoundment, Tandfill or land treatment facility which is used to
manage hazardous waste, or a aroup of such Taciiities, shall demonstrate
financial responsibility for bodily injury and property damage to third
parties caused by nonsudden accidental occurrences arising from operations
of the facility or group of facilities. The owner ov operator shall have
and maintain Tiability coverage for nonsudden accidentail eccurrences in
the amount of at least §3 million per cccurrence with an anmnual aggregate
of at least $6 million, exclusive of legal defense costs., This Tiability
coverage may be demonstrated in one of three ways, as specified in .
subsections (b)(1}, {b3(2}, and (bj(3).

You are in apparent violation of 35 I1l. Adm. Code 725.247(h} for the
foilowing reason(s): You failed to provide proof of liability coverage
for non-sudden as required.

JR:£f/03043.53-54






Nhinois Environmental Protection Agency 22000 Churchill Koad. Springfietd, 11, 2704

217/782-6761

Refer to: 1558010006 -- Putnam County
LTV Steel
ILDO00781 591
Compliance File

COMPLIANCE INQUIRY LETTER

Certified #
January 20, 1988

LTV Steel Company
Attention: Robert Voytko
3100 East 45th Street
Cleveland, Ohio 44127

Dear Mr. Voytko:

The purpose of this letter is to address the status of the above-referenced
facility in relation to the requirements of 35 I11. Adm. Code Part 725 and to
inquire as to your position with respect to the apparent violations identified
in Attachment A and your plans to correct these apparent violations., The
Agency's findings of apparent non-compliance in Attachment A are based on a
January 13, 1988 review of documents submitted to the Agency to demonstrate
compliance with the requirements of Subpart H. -

Please submit in writing, within fifteen (15) calendar days of the date of
this letter, the reasons for the identified violations, a description of the
steps which have been taken to correct the violations and a schedule,
including dates, by which each violation will be resolved. The written
response, and two copies of all documents submitted in reply to this letter,
should be sent to the following:

Angela Aye Tin, Manager

Technical Compliance Unit

Compliance Section

I1inois Environmental Protection Agency
Division of Land Poltution Control

2200 Churchill Road

Post Office Box 19276

Springfield, I1linois 62794-9276
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Further, take notice that because some or all of the apparent violations cited
constitute high priority violations (HPVs), in accordance with the USEPA
Enforcement Response Policy this matter is being referred to USEPA Region 5 or
the I11inois Attorney General's Office to seek assessment of a penalty
pursuant to either the I1linois Envirommental Protection Act, I11. Rev. Stat.,
Ch. 111 1/2, Sec. 1001 et seq. or the federal Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.5.C. Sec. 6901 et sec.

If you have any questions regarding the above, please contact Andrew Vollmer
at 217/782-9884,

Sincerely,

&:MQ?AQW

Angela Aye Tin, Manager

Technical Compliance Unit
Compliance Section

Division of Land Pollution Control

AAT:AV:GDS:jk/170j,6-7

cc: Division File
Rockford Region
Gary King
Dave Retzlaff
Geordie Smith
Andy Vollmer
USEPA Region V
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Attachment A

1. Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.242(b), during the active life of the
facility, the owner or operator shall adjust the closure cost estimate for
inflation within 60 days prior to the anniversary date of the
establishment of the financial instruments used to comply with Section
725.243. For owners and operators using the financial test or corporate
guarantee, the closure cost estimate must be updated for inflation within
30 days after the close of the firm's fiscal year and before submission of
updated information to the Agency as specified in Section 725.243(e)(5).
The adjustment may be made by recalculating the closure cost estimate in
current dollars, or by using an inflation factor derived from the most
recent annual Implicit Price Deflator for Gross National Product as
published by the U.S. Department of Commerce in its Survey of Current
Business as specified in subsections (b)(1) and (b)(2). The inflation
factor is the result of dividing the latest pubTished annual Deflator by
the Deflator for the previous year.

1.  The first adjustment is made by multiplying the closure cost estimate
by the inflation factor. The result is the adjusted closure cost
estimate.

2. Subsequent adjustments are made by multiplying the latest adjusted
closure cost estimate by the latest inflation factor.

You are in apparent violation of 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.242(b) for the
following reason(s): you failed to update your closure cost as required.,

2. Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.243(b)(4), the bond must guarantee that
the owner or operator will:

A.  Fund the standby trust fund in an amount equal to the penal sum of
the bond before the beginning of final closure of the facility; or

B. Fund the standby trust fund in an amount equal to the penal sum
within 15 days after an order to begin final closure is issued by the
Board or a U.S. district court or other court of competent
jurisdiction; or

C. Provide alternate financial assurance as specified in this Section,
and qbtain the Agency's written approval of the assurance provided,
within 90 days after r.ceipt by both the owner or operator and the
Agency of a notice of cancellation of the bond from the surety,

You are in apparent violation of 35 I111. Adm. Code 725.243(b)(4) for the
following reason(s): you failed to ‘update your financial assurance
document as required.
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3. Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm. Code 724.251, the Agency shall promulgate
standardized forms based on 40 CFR 264.151 with such changes in wording as
are necessary under I11inois law. Any owner or operator required to
establish financial assurance under this Subpart shall do so only upon the
standardized forms promulgated by the Agency. The Agency shall reject any
financial assurance document which is not submitted on such standardized
forms. The Agency has rejected your finaucial assurance document(s) for
failure to use the I1Tinois standardized forms. Your insurance
certificate is a photecopy, and photocopies are not acceptable.

AAT:AV:GDS:jk/170j,8-%
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V7 /782-GT67

Pefer to: TESPOI00OCE -~ Putnan County
LTV Steel Co,
ILRGOO78T B
I Compliance File

Sor)

Necombery £, 1087

LTV Stecl Corypany

Hernepin lerks

Bttention: I, Paul Schlineran
Fost 0ffice Pox 20K

Hennepin, lineis 1327

Fear v, Schiliperan:
Cn Feverber 10, 1907 your facility vas inspected by David 5, Retzlaff of the

Nlineis Envivonrental Protection fgency.  The purpese of this ipspection was
to deteimine your focility's compiiance with 2% T1lineis Administrative Code,

Part 702, Subpart{s) B, © and B, Part 704, Subpart C, and Part 730, Suhparts A
and B, At the time of the inspection, no apparent violatiens of the
requivements addressed as part of the inspection were ohserved,

For your information a copy of the inspectinn report is erclosed,  Should you
have any questions regardipg the inspection, please contact David S. Petrlaff
at BIR/oR7.7404,

Sircerely,
(ﬁ25?1§gszﬁzzl.(:;&égﬁ; t;]{xfaﬁ)

Angela Ave Tin, Manager

Technical Compliarce Unit
Compliance Section

Division of Land Pollution Contin)

AT DSRPF iradif00g /A3

EFnclosure
N..//l
ce: Biviston File
Feckford Pegion
Eenrdie Serith
gy Filson
Steve Cobelmon

«d







Himmois Envirommental Protection Agency 2200 Churchill Road Springfield. 11, 62708

MEMORANDUM
DATE: December 11, 1987
TO: Division File
FEES
FROM: Bur Filson 12
SUBJECT: 1558010006 -- Putnam County
LTY Steel

UIC Mechanical Ingrity Test File

On November 18, T987 the subject facility conducted a pressure test on the
annulus of WDW #1. The annulus was pressured to 999 psig, and a four (4) hour
test followed. Listed below are the pressure reading taken at thirty (30)
minute intervals during the test:

0 win. : 999 psig % decline per 30 minute period
30 min. ] 976 psig 2.3 % decline
60 min. 960 psig 1.6 % decline
90 min. 949 psig 1.1 % decline
120 min, 935 psig 1.4 % decline
150 min. 925 psig 1.0 % decline
180 min. 911 psig 1.5 % decline
210 min. 896 psig 1.6 % decline
240 min, 885 psig 1.2 % decline

Attached are the pressure readings taken every minute during the pressure test.
BF :rmi /4506g/47

cc: Division UIC File -
Rockford Region
Steve Gobelman
Angela Tin






LTV Steel Company m

October 12, 1987

Harry A. Chappel, P.E., Acting Manager
Facilities Compliance Unit

Compliance Monitoring Section

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
Division of Land Pollution Conktrol

2200 Churchill Road

P.C. Box 19276

Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276

Re: 1558010001 -- Putnam County
Hennepin/LTV Steel Co.
ILD000781591

Compliance Inguiry Letter (%/17/87)

Dear Mr. Chappel:

I am responding to your September 17, 1987 Compliance
Inquiry Letter (CIL) regarding LTV Steel Company's Hennepin
Works. The alleged violation concerns the purported failure to
certify closure of a hazardous waste facility.

Because LTV Steel has not closed any hazardous waste TSD
facility at the Hennepin Works, I discussed this matter with
Gene Dingledine and Karen Nachtway to ascertain the reason for
the CIL. Apparently, the inquiry relates to the spent pickle
liguor storage tanks at the facility. These storage tanks are
used for temporary (less than 90 day) storage, and have not
been closed. Accordingly, it appears that the CIL is in error.
If such is not the case, please let me know immediately.

By way of background, LTV Steel (then, Jones & Laughlin
Steel Incorporated) originally submitted a Part A permit
application for the Hennepin Works underground injection
disposal well (deep well) and three spent pickle liguor storage
tanks, which have a total capacity of 330,000 gallons. Although
the storage tanks were included in the original Part A, they
always have been used for less~than-%0-day storage, and they
were included in the application only as a "protective filing,"
to preserve interim status.

As required by the RCRA regulations, and at the request of
the U.S. EPA and Illinois EPA, LTV Steel developed a closure
plan, which contemplated shutdown of the facility and the
dismantling and removal of the tanks from service. That closure
plan was approved by both the U.S. EPA and the Illinois EPA. _ _

- RECIN o
.y
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IEPA/Dp
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H. A. Chappel
October 12, 1987
Page Two

It has never been LTV Steel's intention to remove and dismantle
the tanks, except in the event of plant shutdown, which is not
currently contemplated.

Recently, LTV Steel was issued a UIC permit, and the deep
well is no longer subject to the original Part A application
(interim status). Because the storage tanks are not, and never
have been, subject to regulation under state or federal
hazardous waste regqgulations, there are no longer any regulated
facilities subject to LTV Steel's original application.

LTV Steel has previously submitted a RCRA permit withdrawal
request. LTV Steel hereby requests that IEPA take action on
the withdrawal or advise it as to any additional information
that is necessary to act on this matter.

Please contact Mr. Larry Szuhay of LTV Steel's Corporate

Environmental Control Department at 216-429-6475 or me at
216-622-5628 should you wish.

Very gruly vours,

LEL:cf
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217/782-6761

Refer to: 1558010001 -- Putnam County
Hennepin/LTV Steel Co.
ILD000781591
Compliance File

COMPLIANCE INQUIRY LETTER

Certified # / 3 /'41 it S T

September 17, 1987

LTV Steel Company
Attention: Paul Schlingman
P.0. Box 325

Hennepin, I1linois 61327

Dear Mr. Schlingman:

The purpose of this Tetter is to address the status of the above-referenced
facility in relation to the requirements of 35 I11. Adm. Code Part 725,

Subpart G and to 1nqu1re as to your position with respect to the apparent
violations identified in Attachment A and your plans to correct these apparent
Violations. The Agency's findings of apparent non-compliance in Attachment A
are based on a June 26, 1987 review of documents submitted to the Agency to
demonstrate compliance with the requirements of Subpart G.

Please submit in writing, within fifteen (15) calendar days of the date of
this letter, the reasons for the identified violations, a description of the
steps which have been taken to correct the violations and a schedule,
including dates, by which each violation will ‘be resolved. The written
response, and two copies of all documents submitted in reply to this letter,
should be sent to the following:

Harry A. Chappel, P.E., Acting Manager
Facilities Compliance Unit

Compliance Monitoring Section

I1Tinois Environmental Protection Agency
Division of Land Pollution Control

2200 Churchill Road

Post Office Box 19276

Springfield, I11inois 62794-9276

Further, take notice that because some or all of the apparent violations cited
constitute high priority violations (HPVs), in accordance with the USEPA
Enforcement Response Policy this matter is being referred to USEPA Region 5 or
the I11inois Attorney General's Office to seek assessment of a penalty
pursuant to either the I1linois Environmental Protection Act, I11. Rev. Stat.,
Ch. 111 1/2, Sec. 1001 et seq. or the federal Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), 427 U.S5.C. Sec. 6901 et segq.
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If you have any questions regarding the above, please contact Gene Dingledine
at 217/782-6761.

. A appel, P.E., Acting Manager
Fac1htles Compliance Un1t

Compliance Monitoring Section

Division of Land Pollution Control

HAC:GDS:ba/2968g/42-43

cc: Division File
Rockford Region
Gary King -
Gene Dingledine
Geordie Smith )
USEPA Region V &
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Attachment A

1. Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.215, within 60 days after completion of
closure of each hazardous waste surface impoundment, waste pile, land
treatment and 1andfill unit, and within 60 days after completion of final
closure, the owner or operator shall submit to the Agency, by registered
mail, a certification that the hazardous waste management unit or
facility, as applicable, has been closed in accordance with the
specifications in the approved closure plan. The certification must be
signed by the owner or operator and by an independent registered
professional engineer. Documentation supporting the independent
registered professional engineer's certification must be furnished to the
Agency upon request until the Agency releases the owner or operator from
the financial assurance requirements for closure under Section 725.243(h).

You are in apparent viclation of 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.215 for the
following reason(s): You failed to provide the required certification.

HAC:GDS:ba/2968g/44
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217 /7826761

Refer to: 1558010001 -- Putnam County
LTV Steel Company
ILD000781591
Compliance File

PRE-ENFORCEMENT CONFERENCE LETTER

Certified #
August 27, 1987

LTV Steel Company

Attn: Mr. Paul Schlingman
Hennepin Works

Hennepin, IL 61320

Dear Mr. Schlingman:
~ The Agency has previously informed LTV Steel Company of apparent violations of

the I11inois Environmental Protection Act and/or rules and regulations adopted
thereunder. These apparent vio}ations are set forth in Attachment A

As a result of these apparent violations, it is our intent to refer this
matter to the Agency's Tegal staff for the preparation of a formal enforcement
case. The Agency's legal staff will, in turn, refer this matter to the Office
of Attorney General or to the United States. Environmenta] Protection Agency
for the filing of a formal comp3a1nt :

Prior to taking such action, however, you éfe‘requested to attend a
Pre-Enforcement Conference to be held at 4302 North Main Street, Rockford,
I1tinois. The purpose of this Conference will be:

1. To discuss the validity of the apparent violations noted by Agency staff,
and

2. To arrive at a program to eliminate existing and/or future violations.

You should, therefore, bring such personnel and records to the conference as
will enable a complete discussion of the above items. We have scheduled the
Conference for September 16, 1987, at 1:3C p.m. If this arrangement is
inconvenient, please contact David S. Retzlaff at 815/987-7404 to arrange for
an alternative date and time.

In addition, please be advised that this letter constitutes the notice
required by Section 31(d) of the I11inois Environmental Protection Act prior
to the filing of a formal complaint. The cited Section of the I1linois
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Environmental Protection Act requires the Agency to inform you of the charges
which are to be alleged and offer you the opportunity to meet with appropriate
officials within thirty days of this notice date in an effort to resolve such
conflict which could lead to the filing of formal action.

21 .: '.-. pp], PoEo’ ' .
Compliance Monitoring Section
Division of Land Pollution Contrel
HAC:DSR:mab/3439q/38-39
Attachment

cc: Division File
Region 1
Geordie Smith
Steven Strauss
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ATTACHMENT A

1. Pursuant to 35 Ii1. Adm. -€ode 703.152(a), if any owner or operator of a
HWM facility has already filed Part A of a permit application and has not
yet filed Part B, then the owner or operator shall file an amended Part A
application with the Agency: ‘

1. Within six months after the effective date of revised regulations
under 35 I11. Adm. Code 721 1isting or identifying additional
hazardous wastes, §f the facility is treating, storing or disposing
of any of those newly listed or identified wastas.

2. As necessary to comply with provisions of Section 703.155 for changes
during interim status.

You are 1n apparent violation of 35 I11. Adm. Code 703.152(a) for the
following reason(s): LTV Steel Company did not file an amended Part A
application with the Agency as necessary to comply with provisions of
Section 703.155 for changes during interim status.

2. Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm. Code 703.155(d), changes in the ownership or
operational control of a facility may be made if the new owner or operator
submits a revised Part A permit application no later than 90 days prior to

~ the scheduled change. When a transfer of ownership or operational control
of a facility occurs, the old owner or operator shall comply with the
requirements of 35 I11, Adm. Code 725, Subpart H {financial requirements),
until the new owner or operator has demonstrated to the Agency that it is
complying with that Subpart. All other interim status duties are
transferred effective immediately upon the date of the change of ownership
or operational control of the facility. Upon demonstration to the Agency
by the new. owner or operator of compliance with that Subpart, the Agency
shall notify the old owner or-operator in writing that it no longer needs
to comply with that Part as of the date of demonstration.

You are in apparent violation of 35 I11. Adm. Code 703.155(d) for the
following reason{s): A revised Part A permit application was not
submitted 90 days prior to the change in operational control from Jones &
s;ughlin Steel Corporation Pittsburg, PA to LTV Steel Company Cleveland,

DSR:mab/3439g/40



ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Facility Inspection Form for Compliance
with Underground Injection Control Requirements
(Permit and Inspection Fee Form)

Facility Name: £7 V Sfti/(cmpdf/ IEPA File Heading: &7V sfee/

Facility Address. Mennepin ¢Jorks IEPA 1.D. Number: / S SFO/000C
PO Box 325 County: Putnan
Hennegin “TL 61327 U.S. EPA 1.D. No.: 0o e 78 LS9 S
Facility Contact: (.| Sckl}ngmqn Inspector(s) Name: [Dauvid S. Ra.f'& la{f
Title: Gen. Supf‘.. CDM‘QMS\[-\(;“&U'F: libies
Well Name: Lo DU | Date of Inspection: SQP\EW\{?{{- 11,1987
1. Well Classification Haz, NH Time (From) /O./Ca. {TO)V 1 07—
Class I el el
Class 11
Class III
Class IV T . .
Class V -
Comments:

2. Authorization

TEPA Permit: v Permit Number: UL C -OQY _\A/ /- T
Authorization By Rule:

Emergency Permit: Permit Number:

Other:

3. Operational Status

Operating:

Standby: e
Inoperable:

Comments: T he /asf_;d J-'Cf-vébﬂ e nt twoa S (‘nn-u?/&léa/on 9//‘*’/3? 5
(20, oop C}aa)AZQ}Lﬂ yaf" et e/ g oi}fia;ffi Copar by YD
=
4n44fﬁbﬁtnﬁzf’gLLﬁfufis

RECEIVED
sgp 161987
IL 532-1926 IEPA/DVL.PT

LPC 215 11/85
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4. Recording Devices

a. Are continuous recording devices
present/operating for: (730.113(b)(2))

Injection Pressure*+
Injection Flow Rate*+
YoTume*+

Annulus Pressure*+

. Temperature

pH

. Other {specify)
Other (specify)

QO ~d O T B PO -

b. Are gauges present/operating for:

Injection Pressure
Injection Flow Rate
Volume

. Annulus Pressure

1—4
D
w

L LRISERFS

R

E

]

Value

20;5-@
O

TIPS
#/: wiﬂ; 5## :

20 ¢5.5

Temperature
pH

Other (Specify) Tonklevels
Other (Specify)

O~ O P L) NI -

c. Are all of the above operating
within permitted ranges?

Comments:

F £

'a

‘|
!

<

|

Y& a5
r il

Tank# f 2 4G # 2: esng

*Required for Class I wells
+Required for Authorization by Rule

4.
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Yes No Comment

5. Reporting Requirements

a. Are reports submitted at Teast quarterly
to the Agency on: (730.113(c))
1. the physical, chemical and other
relevant characteristics of the p//
injection fluids+

2, the monthly average, maximum and
minimum values for injection
pressure, flow rate and volume and
annulur pressure+ w/f

3. monitor well datat N/

b. Was the Agency notified within 24
hours of: (704.181(d))
1. Any monitoring or other information
which indicates that any
contamination may cause an N/
endangerment to a USDK+

2. Any noncompliance with a permit
condition or mal function of the
injection system which may cause
fluid migration into or between
USDH's. ¢ n/n

Comments:

Yes HNo Comment
6. 3Special Conditions
a. Are all permit special conditions
being met? v
If no;
Explain:
RECE;VED

EEPA/DJ_(V‘\
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7. Pre-Injection Storage Facilities and Transmission Lines

a. Storage Facilities

1. Type of Storage

A. Tanks 2 - /S0, cUD ga foa Fands
B. Surface Impoundnents

b Condition of Storage Facility
1. Is adequate freeboard being maintained?

2. Are the dikes maintained to prevent
leaks?

3. Are the tanks maintained to prevent
leaks?

4. Is there evidence of past leaks?

If so, what steps have been taken to

Yes

w

v

v

correct-and clean-up the leak?

Comments:

¢. Tramission Lines

1. Are transmission 1ines being
maintained to prevent Teaks?

2. Is there evidence of past leaks?

If so, what steps have been taken to
correct and clean up the Teak?

Comments:

Yes

|

Ho Comment

< |







<marks: 1 met with Paul Schlingman in his office and inspected the recent monthly

reports and chemical analyses.

We proceeded down to_the treatment plant. One of the storage tanks was recently

relined, The gther tank is.currently being relined. Therefore, waste is being

injected more offen than must on weekends, which is the normal procedure.

Evervthing appeared to be in grder.

I Teft the site at 11:07 a.m.

M:bls/0070E, sp
FE‘LCE! e
VED
‘EPA/DI £y~
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July 31, 1987

Harry A. Chappel, P.E., Acting Manager
Facilities Compliance Unit

Compliance Monitoring Section

Tllinois Environmental Protection Agency
Division of Land Pollution Control

2200 Churchill Road

Post Office Box 19276

Springfield, Tllinois 62794-9276

Re: Compliance Inquiry Letter

Near Mr. Chappel:

I am-responding separately to numbered paragraphs 1 and 2
of Attachment A to your July 16, 1987 Compliance Inquiry Letter
directed to Mr. Paul Schlingman at LTV Steel's Hennepin Works.

There has been no change in the ownership or operational
control of the Hennepin Works since the Part A permit
application was filed (November 7, 1980). The original permit
application was filed by Jones & Laughlin Steel Incorporated, a
wholly-owned subsidiary of The LTV Corporation. In June, 19&4,
The LTV Corporation acquired Republic Steel Corporation by
merger. Thereafter, the operations of Republic and J&L were
combined under the new name, LTV Steel Company, Inc.

If you have any further questions, please call me at

(216) 622-5628.
Very i;yly youra,
N =</
N -
‘Lea

. Larson
LEL:cf
ce: P.N. Schlingman
L.A. Szuhay
R.A. Voyvtko
T.A. Zalenski RECEH@Q

AUG - 31997
TEPA-DI Ty
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L1V Steel Comprary

olps 00 f p '{, t}gédd 7 _J,-”
)55 504800 f~ Futtam (o S
L7y Sree / Ca . July 31, 1987 \E,Mﬁ v

TpD oo 78 ST/
gmﬂfﬂdnc? f;ﬁc

Harry A. Chappel, P.E., Acting Manager
Facilities Compliance Unit

Compliance Monitoring Section

I1linois Environmental Protection Agency
Division of Land Pollution Control

2200 Churchill Read

Post Office Box 19276

Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276

Dear Mr. Chappel

Cur response te your letter dated July 16, 1987, paragraphs No. 1 and 2 of

attachment "A" have been made by our Mr. Lee E. Larson under separate copy

In response to your paragraph No. 3, attachment "A" of the subject letter,
efforts to reduce the volume and toxicity of spent pickle liquor generated at
the subject facility include the following:

o implementation of Integrated Process Control (IPC) techniques to
identify and maintain optimum operating parameters in the interest of
minimizing pickle liquor usage and maximizing product quality.

0 on~going evaluation of economically practicable methods of usage,

storage and disposal of waste to minimize threat to human health and
the environment.

Although LTV Steel's efforts may be nearing the lower limit of technical fea-
sibility in terms of quantity/concentration of pickle liquor required - which
directly influences the quantity/toxicity of spent pickle liquor generated - the

efforts previously described have reduced the quantity of spent pickle liquor
are shown in the following table:

Spent Pickle Liquoer

Year gal/ton*
1986 6.7
1985 7.2
1984 7.2
Further efforts in this area are expected, RECEIVED

AUG - 31987
IEPA-INET

PO ALY e HIDMST PR 1CIMOIS GEL2 o TREERPHORE (715 49 97 1






In response to paragraph No. 4 of attachment "A" of the subject letter, I
contacted your representative Mr, David §. Retzlaff and discussed with him what
he believed to be an omission of our contingency plan submittal to the local
agencies. Mr. Retzlaff apparently overlooked our record of this submittal
during his inspection and I have mailed to him a copy of this submittal which
was made back in 1980 and 1 believe that he now feels that this requirement is
indeed satisfied.

If you have any further questions concerning these items, please call me at Area
Code 815~925-2133.

\qlz\/\\ ESSQLQ’LaAJ%w{%:Wﬂﬂf%mm-\_

P.N. Schiingman, General Supervisor
Utilities and Environment

Jch
UTILS

cc: L.A, Szubhay
R.A. Voytko
T,A, Zalenski
L.E. Larson
file
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ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD
June 10, 1987

LTV STEEL COMPANY{
Petitioner,
V.

PCB 87-68

ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY,

Respondent.

ORDER OF THE BOARD (by J.D. Dumelle):

This matter comes before the Board upon a June 8, 1987,
Motion for Extension of Time to Respond to Board Order of May 28,
1987, filed by the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
(Agency). The Board's May 28, 1987, Order requested the parties
to file briefs on or before June 9, 1987. Because the Agency did

not receive a copy of this Order until June 5, 1987, the Agency
requests an extension of time until June 12, 1987, within which

to fully prepare and submit its brief. The Agency's motion is
hereby granted.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

I, Dorothy M. Gunn, Clerk of the Illinois Pollution Control
Board, hereby certify that the above Order was adopted on
the glei. day of (Jjtx«s.2_ , 1987 by a vote

of ™ O - p
Lt . o

Dorothy M. Gunn, Clerk
Illinois Pollution Control Board
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Livk del Lt Tl il Lot olindus eieliunnby
B TREATMENT, STORAGE, AND DISPOSAL FAC iL[TIES )
Form A& General Faclllty Standords

LOF Facllity: YESC) Hotified As: (x ,S;‘g age, ULC Regulated As: C‘_SJCTHT}Q"_LIL
(A) Facllity Name: L. TV Steel Co. = Henne pin_Weorks

® street: _Stale Coule 7/

(0 city: __Hennepin (D) State: L 1lincls (E) Zip Code: G 1327
(F) Phane: EIS/‘?JS- -2/33 6) County: _futnam

(H) Operator: [—/ V Siee] Co -

(1) street: LTV Steel Bwlol-na’ 2SS Prospect Avenue NW

(0 oty Cleve land (K) State: Ohio (L) Z1p Code: Y4H S
(M Phore: b /62.2 OO0 . (M) County: Cq},c./mgq

(0)  Owner: LT\/ Sfee/ o
(P) Street: LTV Stee/ g@a/ﬂéaq RS Prospect Avenue N W

: 67 . ‘ _
(@ city: Cle ve land | (R) State: Qh.o (S) Zip Code: 4115
(T) Phone: é?/él/éZZ'-SOC)O (U) County: (',,,.},a,Ac.,.r,
7Reg@;@_ (V) Date of Inst@lﬁon:ﬁ(’)&> A 137/ Eﬁ, (W) Time: (From) /0 30-(T0) /22%Spe_
Type of Inspection: @ RECORD REVIEW SAMPLING CITIZEN COMPLAINT
CLOSED WITHDRAWAL OTHER PART B
F/U / / (Date of Inltial Inspectlion)

(X) veather Condltions: Cleudy - 75° F

. Class  Class
~ Ared Section 1 I1

o ) (AR) Preparer Informatlon

- ; Name

David S. Relzlaff

Agency/Title
S Eﬁ@/ﬁl}ﬂﬁiéﬁ@ b

Telephone
S15/95'7-790Y

— — RFCET/ED
/ul 1 1‘ Ilulfr

o0

TOTAL Class I's & 11's O

ry == 3ol s






(Y) Person(s) Interviewed -l'itle' Telephone
EQL@J_S_(;&\A\_\LQ%MC&“ ()-eg_e ral Sq Fcz,r;h lenz{rfn“i.’. 815/325-215 3%
o (o wbusbion and Uil fee s -
(Z) Inspection Porticipants Agency/Title Telephone
 Dewid S Retelft  TEPA[Eav. Pl Speviabist  $i5/957 7409
Jehn Coope r USEPA [ Hydralogist - 302 /R8¢~ v 9¢y

Hoz-Waste Enforce soeat. Branch-Pegion 7.

Section A; Scope of Inspection,

1. Interim Stotus standards for the treatment, storage or disposul of HAZARDOUS WASTES
EUBJE%TGTO 35 111, Adm, Code 725,101, Complete Inspection Form A, Sections B, C., D,
. an

2, Pigce an “X” in the box{es) corresponding to the facillify’'s treatment, storage or
disposal processes, and generation and/or tronsportatlion activity (if any). Complete
enly the applicable sectlons and oppendixes.

Permit application process(es) (EPA Form 3510-3) Inspection Form A sectlonts)
' s0r [T ] storage In contalners !

S02 g storage In. tanks s

101 [T treotment in tonks J
sot  [T__] storage in surface impoundment : K, F
02 :3 treatment in surface impoundment K, F
D83 [::_] disposal in surface impoundment : K, F
s03 [ ] storage in waste plie L
D8l E disposal by land application M, F
ps0 [ ] disposal In: londfiil N, F
703 D treatment by incineration 0, P
R R
Other Actlvities
GENERATOR [ APPENDIX 6N

wansporter (3 | | APPENDX R

3. Indicate any hazardous waste processes, by process code, which have been omitted
from Part A of the facility's permit application,

b, Indicate ony hozordous Woste processes (by process code ond line number on EPA Form

2510-3 page 1 of 5) which appear to be eliglible for exclusion per 35 I11. Adm. Code
725.101(¢), Provide a brief rationale for the possible excluston.

i

RECETVED

U, 5371303 AR e,
170 194 (Rev. 6/RS) Pg. 2 .

paty

e

A myes






asd

FErY |

REMARKS

Use this_. section to br‘ief‘tly describe site activities observed at the time of the
inspection. Note any possible violations. of Interim Status Standards.

The purpose of this visit was to conduct a RCRA-CEI inspection of LTV Steel.
T arrived at the facility at 10:30 a.m. on August 13, 1986. I met John Cooper
of USEPA-Region V. John's purpose was to conduct an oversight inspection (to
evaluate my performance). .
We proceeded to Paul Schlingman's office. In Mr. Schlingman's office I reviewed
his waste analysis and plan, security measures, personnel training records, con-
tingency plan and manifests. All were in order.

We proceeded to the pickling line, then to the storage tanks. No irregularities
were observed.

At the treatment plant 1 was able to inspect the emergency and safety equipment,
operating records and inspection logs.

No violations were observed during this inspection,

T jeft site at 12:45 p.m.

1s

VAR






